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Introduction 


Today, we present for our readers, this reedition of an historic docu- 
ment on the line struggle which took place within the Communist Party 
of Canada. 

This document first appeared in 1945. It seems that it had a very 
limited distribution, and like its author, was soon forgotten. A second 
edition was assured by the CPC(ML), that phoney revolutionary party, 
on August 7, 1974 in the PEOPLES CANADA DAILY NEWS (vol 3, no 
435). This edition is today out of print. Thus, our edition is the third 
edition of MARXISM VERSUS OPPORTUNISM. 

Fergus McKean, the author of this document, was at the time, secre- 
tary general of the British Columbia, provincial wing of the Communist 
Party of Canada (CP). Before that, he had been a member of the 
Central Committee of the CP for a period of six years. MARXISM 
VERSUS OPPORTUNISM is the instrument which McKean used to 
attack the direction of the CP, which he accused of having completely 
sunk into revisionism. However, it doesn’t appear that he succeeded, 
according to what Jack Greenall, an ex-member of the CP, has to say in 
a pamphlet on the union movement in British Columbia: 

“He (McKean: editor’s note) was quickly isolated and expelled. 
He made statements that were easily distorted and he was label- 
led an antl-Party, anti-Jewich, anti-Soviet, Trotskylte, and, after 
him those who criticised the party line were called McKeani- 
tes.”(1) 


After his expulsion from the Party, McKean seems to have tried, 
without much success, to rebuild a revolutionary workers’ Party. 


eke 


Fergus McKean’s document must be situated in the context of the 
degeneration of the CP into a revisionist party which had betrayed the 
interests of the working class. In 1956, the CP rallied to the modern re- 
visionist line put forward by the clique of renegades who had usurped 
the leasership of the Communit Party of the Soviet Union. This rallying 
to the viewpoint of the traitor Khrushchov in no way constituted a 
sudden fundamental change in the CP’s line. The bourgeois line had 
prevailed within the CP for over ten years. We have to go back to the 
Congress of 1943, when the CP changed its name and called itself the 
Labor Progressive Party, to really date the beginning of its complete 
degeneration. 





(1) GREENALL (Jack), THE IWA FIASCO (edited by the Progressive Worker Movement, 
Vancouver, January 15, 1965, p.7) 





At this Congress, by defining itself as a party of “all those who work”, 
the Party abandonned its working class character. It liguidated its 
factory cells, to the profit of a reorganization of the Party on a geogra- 
phical basis. It abandonned the revolutionary path, and elaborated an 
essentially electoral strategy. It degenerated into class collaboration, 
sacrificing the political independence of the proletariat, by advocating 
nothing less than an alliance with the Liberal Party, a party which for a 
long time, had been completely devoted to the interests of the Ca- 
nadian monopoly bourgeoisie. 

The present state of our research on the history of the CP does not 
allow us to pass judgement on the justice of McKean’s criticisms nor it 
on the way in which he waged the line struggle within the CP, however, 
is sufficient to recognize its historical importance and to bring it before 
the masses. 

To assess the history of the CP, or of any other party, the best 
method is to assess the different important line struggles which span 
the history of this party. It’s during the line struggle that the con- 
tradictions are most exacerbated. It’s at that moment that they appear 
most clearly, that they are most easily understood, and thus that it is 
really possible for us to identify what made thing evolve. 

Documents which deal with the line struggle within the CP are rare 
indeed. The present document is all the more precious in that it is the 
first to have tackled the question of the degeneration of the CP, to have 
tried to trace the historical origin, and to specify the factors which 
explain this degeneration. Not to mention the fact that McKean is the 
first to have come to the conclusion that it was necessary to rebuild the 
revolutionary Party of the Canadian proletariat. 

It is also an important document, given the volume of subjects which 
it touches and the fact that the criticism is made as much on the organi- 
zational line of the CP, as on its ideological and political line. As well, 
many of the questions which McKean deals with, which concerned the 
communists of that time, are today the object of an important line 
struggle, as much within the Canadian Marxist-Leninist movement, as 
within the international communist movement. At a time when all the 
peoples of the world are confronted with the growing danger of a third 
world war, the Marxist-Leninists once again have to grapple with the 
question of defining what attitude to adopt with regard to the war and 
oe the problem of the composition of the united front against imperia- 
ism. 

MARXISM VERSUS OPPORTUNISM contains very revealing indica- 
tions on the influence of Browderism (1) in Canada. We know that at the 





(1) Earl Browder: the most well known representative of the revisionist line which was ma- 
nifested within the Communist Party of the United States in the mid-40’s. 
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time, the CP was so theoretically destitute that its militants were largely 
dependent on the literature of the American CP. With McKeans'’s text, 
we learn to what extent it’s erroneous for a Party to seek its ideological 
and political line elsewhere. This should be an instructive lesson for 
those lazy Marxist-Leninists whose entire theoretical work is limited to 
untiringly repeating the same general principles, and who mechanically 
apply the policy of other Marxist-Leninist Parties. 

The struggle against revisionism demands that all conscious masses 
workers possess the history of the line struggle within the Communist 
Party of Canada in order to understand the concrete historical process 
of the development of revisionism in this Party. 

it's not by limiting ourselves to hurling insults at the revisionists or by 
unceasingly calling out cries of alarm each time a revisionist shows his 
nose, like the Marxist-Leninists of the League do, that the Canadian 
proletariat is going to defeat and destroy revisionism. We will not be 
able to strike decisive blows at revisionism if we do not wage a syste- 
matic struggle against this bourgeois policy on the theoretical, political 
and organizational levels. 

This new edition of MARXISM VERSUS OPPORTUNISM is situated 
in the framework of this theoretical struggle against revisionism. It is a 
struggle which should give us a solid base from which to carry the 
struggle against revisionism further forward on the organizational and 
political levels. 

in Canada, to struggle against revisionism, we must first do an 
assesment of the historical experience of the CP and, a systematic criti- 
cism of its errors. The Canadian proletariat can not be victorious 
without carrying out this task. 

Our group has undertaken this task and the results should appear in 
the months to come. Further, we believe that a theoretical struggle of 
this kind must be waged and propagated among the masses. We are 
opposed to the practice of keeping the masses at a distance from the 
theoretical debates, to reserve study for intellectuals and to confine the 
to economic struggles. On the contrary, revolutionary theory 
cannot be elaborated outside of the masses and without the masses. 
The theoretical struggle is not just the business of a few superior 
minds, it’s a form of class struggle. It’s the masses who make revolution 
and to do so, they need a solid revolutionary theory. 

We should encourage all men and women workers to read these do- 
cuments and help them to grasp what is at stake in the debates and to 
take an active part in the struggle against revisionism. 

The struggle to maintain and develop a proletarian point of view, 
independent of those of the other classes, is a long and difficult strug- 
gle. And presently, the work to rebuild the working class Party is de- 
cesive in that sense. 

July, 15, 1977 





COMMUNISM 


VeTSUS 


OPPORTUNISM 


An Examination of the Revision 
of Marxism in the Communist 
Movement of Canada 


By 
FERGUS McKEAN 


This book is dedicated to all of those sincere 

adherents of Marxism-Leninism whose generous 

assistance made its publication possible. 
AUTHOR. 


COMMUNISM 
versus 


OPPORTUNISM 


“Rupture with opportunism is the first condition of true Communism.” 


—LENIN. 








FERGUS McKEAN 


The author, Fergus McKean, joined the Communist Party of Canada in 1932. He be- 
came B.C. Provincial Organizer of the party in 1936 and Provincial Secretary in 1938. 
In June, 1940, he was interned under the Defense of Canada Regulations. Following 
his release after two years and four months, in October, 1942, he was appointed 
B.C, Provincial Secretary of the Communist-Labor Total War Committee. Upon its 
formation in August, 1943, he was elected B.C. Provincial Leader of the Labor- 
Progressive Party. He resigned from the party at the National Committee Meeting 


on August 12, 1945, refusing to support policies which he considered to be against 


the best interests of the Canadian working class. 


10 


CONTENTS 


Page 
AUTHOR’s INTRODUCTION - - - - - - - -. 12 
CHAPTLR 
I. THE REVISION OF MARXISM IN THE U.S.A. - - 20 
Ul. Tue Tactic oF Brocs WitH THE LIBERAL 
BOURGEOISIE - - - - - - - = - = = 42 


Il]. THE INTRODUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT OF RE- 
VISIONISM IN THE COMMUNIST Party OF CANADA’ 95 


IV. How rHE CoMMUNIST MOVEMENT IN CANADA 
REVISED IN THEORY OR PERVERTED IN PRACTICE 
Every FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLE AND DOCTRINE 
OF MARKISM. = = <@ #2 = =.=) 4: &) = "W2 


V. THE ORGANIZATIONAL Poticies WHICH 
FOSTERED REVISIONISM AND Its EFFecrt - - - 199 


VI. Wuat Is To BE DonE aNnD WHY - - - - - 240 


11 





INTRODUCTION 


ARKXISM, “the science of the working class movement,” is a sub- 

ject of importance to all working people. It is of importance 
because, if the policies advocated and practiced by those entrusted with 
the leadership of the organizations of the working class are incorrect, 
are a revision of Marxism, it obviously follows that che economic and 
political interests of the working people will not be defended and further 
advanced. On the contrary, the pursuit of incorrect policies can 
only lead inevitably to the subordination of the economic and political 
interests of the working people to the interests of the dominant circles 
in our economic and political life, monopoly capital. 


The modern proponents of Marxism in Canada hitherto have been 
the Communist Party and its successor, the Labor Progressive Party. 
In practically all countries of the world today the Communist Parties 
occupy a very influential if not dominant position in the labor move- 
ment. Hence, it follows that the policies they advocate can and do 
affect a large proportion of the working people in general and of the 
industrial working class; to a large extent organized in trade unions, 
im particular. 


The science of Marxism, or Marxism-Leninism as it is often re- 
ferred to, is based on the doctrines of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin 
and has been added to and enriched by testing its theories in practise, 
during the past century, by the working class movement of all coun- 
tries. Hence, Marxism cannot be regarded as a system of abstract 
theories unrelated to real life but as a developed science verified and 
enriched by the acid test of experience. 

It is utilized as a guide to action by large sections of the working 
class all over the world, in the capitalist countries generally and by the 
working class of the U.S.S.R. in particular, where it has achieved its 
greatest triumph in the successful realization of socialism on one- 
sixth of the globe. 


The economic, philospohical and political cheorics on which Marxism 
is based and the tactics which have been developed and tested in prac- 
tise have as their ultimate aim, the realization of the abolition of all 
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forms of exploitation of man, by man, of all forms of oppression and 
injustice, through the achievement of a socialist society. 


Marxism holds that the leading force in transforming socicty from 
capitalism to socialism is that class which is itself a product of capi- 
talism, the working class or, as Marx more precisely defined it, the 
proletariat, i.e, wage workers who earn their livelihood through the 
sale of their labor power and have no other means of existence. How- 
ever, although the working class, as the most politically developed, best 
organized and disciplined class is historically destined to transform 
society, as Marxism holds, it does not follow that this is to be achieved 
in opposition to all other classes but rather as the leader of all toilers, 
of all working people, and in alliance with them. By working people 
is meant all who work for a livelihood and do not exploit the labor of 
others; a category which includes a large section of the farming popu- 
lation and of the middle class of the cities. 

Marxism, then, constitutes a “guide to action” for the working 
class to follow in the struggle to achieve political power and to build 
socialism. In order to realize that aim, however, Marxism must and 
does constitute a guide to action in defending and advancing the day 
to day interests of the working class; in realizing their immediate aims 
as well as their ultimate aims. And there is no conflict between their 
immediate and ultimate aims, as the ultimate aim of socialism can 
only be realized as a result of the experience, organization, unity and 
education gained in the struggle for immediate aims. Thus, Marxism 
serves both the immediate’ and ultimate interests of the working class. 
Marxism further maintains that the interests of the working class (the 
proletariat) and the interests of the capitalist class (the bourgeoisie) 
are irreconcilable and that therefore, the interests of the working class 
can not be served through collaboration or alliance with the capitalists 
but in opposition to them. From these conflicting interests of the two 
basic classes, bourgeoisie and proletariat, capitalists and workers, arises 
an antagonism, a struggle, between the two classes: the class struggle. 


The class struggle is not an invention of the Marxists but something 
which has manifested its existence in all countries of the world without 


exception. What Marxism does do, is recognize the class struggle as the 
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motive force of history, as the means by which society moves forward 
and achieves higher forms of civilization. Consequently, the strategy 
and tactics of Marxism are also the strategy and tactics of the class 
struggle of the working class. To give direction and guidance to this 
struggle, which is essentially a political struggle, the working class 
must of necessity develop its own Marxist political party, apart from 
and independent of all other political parties. Hence, when revision 
of Marxism does occur, it usually develops within a political party of 
the working class which professes to be a Marxist Party. 


Because of the fact that the theoretical foundation of Marxism is 
the doctrine of the class struggle, the revision of Marxism invariably 
takes the form of revising the doctrine of the class struggle; of teaching 
the identity of interests of antagonistic classes rather than their ir- 
reconcilability; to endeavor to reconcile the interests of the irreconcil- 
able, of exploiter and exploited. 


The revision of Marxism is not a new phenomenon in the history 
of the working class (or labor) movemerit. Prior to, or during the 
first world war, practically all professed Marxist parties of that time, 
which were called Socialist or Social Democratic Labor Parties, were 
guilty of revising Marxism, of “emasculating Marxism of its revolu- 
Hionary content,” with the exception of the Social Democratic Labor 
Party of Russia, the Bolsheviks, led by the immortal Lenin. It was 
precisely because uf the fact the Social Democratic Parties, affiliated 
to the Second International, had revised Marxism and had substituted 
the theory and practise of collaboration or co-operation. between the 
two basic classes, workers and capitalists, for the theory and practise 
of the Marxian doctrine of the class struggle that the left wing group- 
ings of these parties split away and formed Communist Parties and a 
third, Communist International in 1919. 

The Communist Parties always condemned the Social Democratic 
Parties for their revision of Marxism which, they pointed out, resulted 
in subordinating the interests of the working class to the interests of 
the capitalist class. They correctly accused the Social Democrats of 
advocating reform of capitalism rather than the revolutionary trans- 
formation of society from capitalism to socialism. Therefore, they 
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defined Social Democracy as “the theory and practise of class collabora- 


: »” 
fron. 
The Communist International and its affiliated Partics in all coun- 


tries regarded the Social.Democratic Parties as the main obstacle to 
unity of the labor movement because, by following a policy of class 
collaboration, they brought a section of the working class under the 
ideological and political influence of the capitalists, thus splitting the 
unity of the working class. 

The whole history of the Bolshevik Party in Russia, as expressed 
in the writings of Lenin, was a history of struggle against revisionist 
theories and tactics within the Party, which finally resulted in a com- 
plete organizational split in 1912. The revolutionary wing, led by 
Lenin, from then on constituted a separate party, the Bolsheviks. The 
struggle against the former opportunist wing, the Mensheviks, con- 
tinued right up to, and even after the seizure of power and the founding 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 

Because of the fact the Communists had always conducted a 
struggle against the opportunism of the Social Democrats, few people 
considered the possibility of some of the Communist Parties themselves 
revising Marxism and of advocating and practising policies of oppor- 
tunism, rather than Marxism, i.c., Communism. Hence, it came as 
something of a surprise when the French Communist leader, Jacques 
Duclos, denounced the basic line of the Communist movement in the 
United States as “a notorious revision of Marxism,’ and still more so 
when the overwhelming majority of the leading American Communists 
admitted that Duclos was correct and commenced to rectify their 
mistakes. 

However, the discussion of revisionism was not confined to the 
United States. Many Canadian Communists who realized the similarity 
of the political line of the party of Canadian Communists, the Labor 
Progressive Party, followed the discussion of the American Communists 
with intense interest. Several L.P.P. members undertook a critical 
examination of the policies of the L.P.P. and some of them arrived 
at the conclusion that the revision of Marxism had been carried even 
further in Canada than in the United States and looked forward to 
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an admission of the mistakes by the national leaders, as had been done 
in the U.S. Hence, the disappointment and disagreement when the 
National Executive of the L.P.P. announced in effect, that here was 
no revisionism in the Canadian Party. 


The author was one of those who critically examined the policies 
of the L.P.P. and realized the seriousness of the revisionism of which 
the Party was guilty. However, against the opposition of the entire 
National Executive and of the B.C. Provincial Executive it was im- 
possible to make any headway in securing a full discussion on re- 
visionism and therefore of proceeding to correct the mistakes. Sub- 
sequent events have shown that the leadership placed their own posi- 
tion above the welfare of the Party and the working class. They 
refused to follow the advice of Lenin: 


The attitude of a political party towards its own mistakes is one 
of the most important and sures: ways of judging how earnest the 
party is and how it iv practise fulfills its obligations towards its 
class and the toiling masses, Frankly admitting a mistake, ascertain- 
ing the reasons for it, analyzing the conditions which led to it, and 
thoroughly discussing the means of correcting it—that is the ear- 
mark of a serious party; that is the way it should perform its duties, 
that is the way it should educate and train the class, and then the 
masses.— (History of the CPSU, p. 361.) 


Although a considerable section of the membership entertained 
doubts as to the correctness of the Party’s policies they did not 
realize the serious consequences of a refusal to permit a full and free 
discussion on revisionism. They did not know that “All revolutionary 
parties, which have hitherto perished, did so because they grew con- 


ceited, failed to see where their strength lay, and feared to speak of their 
weaknesses.” —Lenin, (1bid.) 


The author’s attempt to point out the serious character of the re- 
visionism of which the Party leadership ‘was guilty was branded as “a 
brazen attempt at a conspiracy aimed at beheading and ultimately de- 
stroying the Marxist Party of the Canadian working class.” Subse- 
quently, many of those who maintained that the Party’s policies were 
opportunist policies and against the best interests of the working class 
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were accused of being part of the “conspiracy” and either expelled, 
threatened with expulsion or voluntarily dropped out of the Party. 


Instead of a sincere attempt to decide whether the policies of the 
L.P.P. were correct or incorrect, whether the policies were Marxian 
policies or policies which constitute a revision of Marxism, the leader- 
ship of the L.P.P. made the “unity of the Party” the issue. Many 
sincere members who believed the policies were a revision of Marxist, 
were opportunism, were made to believe that the “unity of Be Party 
transcended all other questions and failed co realize that unity is only 
feasible providing it is based on ideological conviction and correct 
policies. 

Therefore, the “accursed tradition of unity,” as the Bolsheviks 
called it, was utilized, as in the past, to justify opportunism. The 
false, non-Marxian theory that ‘‘mistakes would be corrected in time’’ 
providing unity was preserved, was advanced to justify the covering 


up of opportunist policics. The membership was not informed that: 


The theory of “overcoming” opportunist elements by ideological 
struggle within the Party; the theory of “living down” these ele- 
ments within the confines of a single party are rotten and dangerous 
theories that threaten to reduce the party to paralysis and chronic 
infirmity, that threaten to abandon the Party to opportunism, that 
threaten to leave the proletariat without a revolutionary party, that 
threaten to deprive the proletariat of its main weapon. in the fight 
against imperialism.—Sfalin (Foundations of Leninism, p. 121). 


The membership did not realize the degree to which the Party 
leadership had succcumbed to opportunism and therefore the absolute 
impossibility of overcoming opportunism “within the confines of a 
single Party.” Instead of encouraging a principled discussion on 
Marxian theory and practise in order to correct Party policies, the 
leadership substituted an unprincipled discussion of personalities de- 
signed to divert attention from consideration of Party policies. How- 
¢ver, such tactics are a poor substitute for political debate and frank 
criticism of policics. For instance, the statement of the L.P.P. Na- 
tional Exccutive that the author ‘and his handful of degenerate cohorts 
are known to the workers of B.C. as men totally unfit to lead in the 
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struggles of the people” or to denounce the author as “an unprincipled 
traitor and disruptionist” certainly does not convince anyone that 
the policies of the Party are correct. Slander cannot replace logic as 
a method of discussion in solving problems and arriving at correct 
conclusions; a subjective approach to questions cannot substitute for 


an objective examination. 


To such lengths, however, did the leaders of the L.P.P. see fit to 
resort im order to discredit the critics of the Party’s policies and pre- 
vent the membership from hearing their viewpoint. It became very 
evident that there was no Possibility of the L.P.P, admitting its mis- 
takes and Correcting its opportunistic policies. But the question of 
whether the labor movement should be guided by correct or incorrect 
Policies is not a narrow question concerning the L.P.P. alone but a 
question that concerns the whole working class and all working 
people. Hence, the need of a written work that would adequately deal 
with the question of revisionism and which would make the issues 
involved the Property of the entire labor movement. 


Obviously, in order to intelligently treat a topic such as the revision 
of Marxism it is necessary to refer at length to the works of the 
authorities and creators of Marxism. Exhaustive quotations, of course, 
tend to make the text cumbersome and do not make popular reading. 
However, in order to decide what is revisionism and what is not, fre- 
quent and sometimes lengthy quotations are unavoidable. 


The subject matter herein dealt with is divided into six chapters. 
Chapter I presents the opinions of Jacques Duclos and several of the 
leading American Communists on the revision of Marxism in the 
United States with very little comment by the author, Chapter II 
dealy with the question of whether or not the American Communists 
have fully overcome their basic revisionist line and adopted policies of 
a correct, Marxist character, 


The two chapters on the revision of Marxism in the U.S, were 
included in the present work because of the close similiarity of the 
theoretical propositions, tactics and organizational methods advanced 
and practised by the Communist movements in the two countries. In 
tact, the National leaders of the L.P.P. in Canada defended their policies 
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CHAPTER I. 
THE REVISION OF MARXISM IN THE U.S.A. 


The question of whether or not the tactical line and, following 
from it, the policies of the Communist Political Association of the 
U.S.A. and also of the Labor Progressive Party, constituted a revision 
of Marxism, first arose as a result of the publication in the New York 
Worker of May 27, 1945, of the now famous article On the dissolution 
cf the Communist Party of the United States by Jacques Duclos, one 
of the outstanding leaders of the Communist Party of France. It was 
subsequently reported that Earl Browder, President of the Communist 
Political Association, only consented to the publication of the Duclos 
article, which was first published in French in the theoretical organ 
of the C.P. of France Cashiers du Communisme, when it became known 
that it was the intention of thé publishers of the New York Times 
te present it to the public through the columns of their paper. 


In the foreword to the article Browder nevertheless stated, “Within 
the framework of the C.P.A. organization, and according to the rules, 
the discussion initiated by the publication of the Duclos’ article will be 
free in the fullest sense*. Members of the National Board and the 
National Committee will participate in the discussion as individuals 
and not as members of these leading bodies* bound to speak for common 
conclusions already reached before the broadest discussion.” 


For the following two full months the fullest and freest discussion 
on revisionism got underway throughout all of the clubs and leading 
committees of the C.P.A. and through the columns of The Daily 
Worker and The Worker, official organs of the C.P.A. 


Ductos’ EsTIMATE OF AMERICAN REVISIONISM 


Duclos, in his article, condemned the policies formulated by Browder 
and adopted by the American Communists as a “notorious revision 


’ 


of Marxism.” Duclos was reported to have made a special trip to 





* Italics in quotations followed by an asterisk are italicized by the author of this book 
and not by the original author. 
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New York on behalf of the C.P. of France to investigate the dissolu- 
tion of the C.P. of U.S.A. and the substitution for it of the Communist 
Political Association and to have secured all of the authoritative docu- 


ments pertaining to the dissolution. In his opinion: 


The Teheran Conference served as Browder’s point of departure 
from which to develop his conceptions favorable to a change of course 
of the American C.P. However, while justly stressing the importance 
of the Teheran Conference for victory in the war against Germany, 
Earl Browder drew from the Conference decisions erroneous con- 
clusions in no wise flowing from a Marxist analysis of the situation; 
Earl Browder made himself the protagonist of a false concept of the 
ways of social evolution in general, and in the first place, the social 
evolution of the U.S. 

Earl Browder declared, in effect, that at Teheran capitalism and 
socialism had begun to find the means of peaceful co-existence and 
collaboration in the framework of one and the same world; he added 
that the Teheran accords regarding common policy similarly pre- 
supposed common efforts with a view to reducing to a minimum or 
completely suppressing methods of struggle and opposition of force 
to force in the solution of internal problems of each country. 

“That (the Teheran Declaration) is the only hope of a continu- 
ance of civilization in our time. That is why I can accept and sup- 
port and believe in the Declaration of Teheran and make it the start- 
ing point for all my thinking about all the problems of our country 
and the world.”— (Address at Bridgeport, Conn., Dec. 12, 1943.) 


Starting from the decision of the Teheran Conference, Earl Brow- 
der drew political conclusions regarding the problems of the world, 
and above all the internal situation in the United States. Some of 
these conclusions claim that the principal problems of internal po- 
litical problems of the United States must in the future be solved 
exclusively by means of reforms for the “expectation of unlimited 
inner conflict threatens also the perspective of international unity held 
forth at Teheran.”—(Teheran and America, pp. 16-17.) 


The Teheran agreements mean to Earl Browder that the greatest 
part of Europe, west of the Soviet Union, will probably be recon- 
stituted on a bourgeois democratic basis and not on a fascist-capi- 
talist or Soviet basis. 

“But it will be a Capitalist basis which is conditioned by the 
principle of complete democratic self-determination for each nation, 
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allowing full expression within each nation of all progressive and con- 
structive forces and setting up no obstacles to the development of 
democracy and social progress in accordance with the varying desires 
of the peoples. It means a perspective for Europe minimizing, and 
to a great extent eliminating altogether, the threat of civil war after 
the international war.”—(Bridgeport speech, Communist, January, 
1944, p. 7.) 


And Earl Browder adds: ““Whatever may be the situation in other 
lands, in the United States this means a perspective in the immediate 
postwar period of expanded production and employment and the 
strengthening of democracy within the framework of the present 
system—and not a perspective of the transition to socialism.?*— 
(pp. 656-657 Political Affairs, July 1945.) 


Duclos then quoted that portion of Browder’s speech which, at the 
time, aroused vehement disagreement: 


We shall have to be prepared to break with anyone that refuses 
to support and fight for che realization of the Teheran agreement 
and the Anglo-Soviet-American Coalition. We must be prepared to 
give the hand of co-operation and fellowship to everyone who fights 
for the realization of this coalition. If J. P. Morgan supports this 
coalition and goes down the line for it, ] as a@ Communist am pre- 
pared to clasp his hand on that and join with him to realize it. Class 
divisions or political groupings have no significance now except as 
they reflect one side or other of this issue.— (Bridgeport speech, Janu- 
ary, 1944, The Communist, p. 8.) (Ibid., 658.) 


Browder’s almost complete disavowal of the Marxian doctrine of 
the class struggle, of the reactionary character of imperialism, of 
socialism, and his drive towards the complete liquidation of the Com- 
munist Party and of the very ideology of Communism were brought 
io fruition in a speech delivered on Sept. 25, 1944, from which Duclos 
quoted the following excerpt: 

Every group, however small, just as every individual, has the 
supreme duty to make its complete and unconditional contribution to 
victory. We must give not only our lives, but we must be ready also 
to sacrifice our prejudices, our ideologies.* and our special interests. 


We American Communists have applied this rule first of all to our- 
selves. 


We know that Hitler and-the Mikado calculated to split the United 
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Nations on the issue of Communism and anti-Communism; we know 
that the enemy calculated to split America on this issue in the cur- 
rent elections, and thus prepare our country for withdrawal from 
the war and a compromise peace. We therefore set ourselves, as the 
supreme task, to remove the Communists and’Communism from this 
election campaign as in any way an issue, directly or indirectly. 

To this end we unhesitatingly sacrificed our electoral rights in 
this campaign, by refraining from putting forward our own candi- 
dates; we went to the length of dissolving the Communist Party ifself 
for an indefinite period in the future:* we declared our readiness to 
loyally support the existing system of private enterprisc® which is 
accepted by the overwhelming majority of Americans and fo raise no 
proposals for any fundamental changes* which could in any way en- 
danger the National unity; we went out in the trade unions and 
the masses of the people straightforwardly and frankly using all our 
influences to firmly establish this policy of national unity; we helped 
with all our strength to restrain all impulses toward strike movements 
among the workers, and to prepare the workers for a continuation of 
national unity after the war . . 

As spokesman for the American Communists I can say for our 
small group that we completely identify oursclves with our nation, 
its interests and the majority of its people in this support for Roose- 
velt and Truman for President and Vice-President. 

We know quite well that the America that Roosevelt leads is a 
capitalist America, and that it is the mission of Roosevelt, among 
other things, to keep it so. We know that only great disasters for 
our country could change this perspective of our country from that 
of capitalism to that of socialism, in the forseeable future.* Only 
failure to carry the war to victory, or a botching of the peace and 
failure to organize it, or the plunging of our country into another 
economic catastrophe like that of the Hoover era, could turn the 
American people to socialism. 

We do not want disaster for America, even though it results in 
socialism. If we did, we would support Dewey and Hoover and 
Bricker and their company. We want victory in the war, with the 
Axis powers and all their friends eliminated from the world. 

We want our country’s economy fully at work, supplying a great- 
ly multiplied market to heal the wounds of the world, a greatly ex- 
panded home market reflecting rising standards of living here, and an 
orderly, co-operative and democratic working out of our domestic 
and class relationships, within a continuing national unity fhat will 
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reduce and eventually climinate large domestic struggles.* (Ibid., pp. 


667, 668.) 


For the first time Duclos made known to the membership and the 
public that Wm. Z. Foster, national chairman of the C.P. of U.S.A., 
had violently opposed the interpretation which Browder had placed 
upon the Teheran accord and the proposals which he advanced based 
upon his interpretation. 


Browder’s ‘“‘new political course” was also violently opposed by 
Darcy, member of the Central Committee and secretary of the Party 
for Eastern Pennsylvania. In the interests of maintaining Party unity 
during the most critical period of the war and because of the nearness 
of the American presidential elections, Foster agreed not to make his 
differences known outside the Central Committee. 


Consequently his letter to members of the Central Committee of 
January 20, 1944, was not made the property of the membership. 


Darcy, however, decided to appeal against Browder’s “new course” and 
was expelled, 


because, as the decision says, by sending to Party members a letter 
containing slanderous declarations on Party leaders, he attempted to 
create a fraction within the Party, and because he submitted the letter 
in question to the bourgeois press.—(Ibid., p. 663.) 


Duclos quoted at some length from Foster’s letter to the Central 
Committee of the C.P. of U.S.A., including the following excerpts: 


In his report Comrade Browder, in attempting to apply the Teh- 
eran decisions to the United States, drew a perspective of a smoothly 
working national unity, including the decisive sections of American 
Finance capital, not only during the war but also in the postwar; a 
unity which (with him quoting approvingly from Victory and 
After), would lead to a “rapid healing of the terrible wounds of war” 
and would extend indefinitely, in an all class peaceful collaboration, 
for a “long term of years.” In this picture, American Imperialism 
virtually disappears, there remains hardly a trace of the class strug- 
gle, and socialism plays practically no role whatever.— (Ibid., p. 661.) 


Tt seems to me that Comrade Browder’s rather rosy outlook for 
capitalism is based upon two errors. The first of these is an under- 
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estimation of the deepening crisis of world capitalism caused by che 
war. When questioned directly in Political Bureau discussion, Com- 
rade Browder agreed that capitalism has been seriously weakened by 
the war, but his report would tend to give the opposite implication. 
The impression is left that capitalism has somehow been rejuvenated 
and is now entering into a new period of expansion and growth,*— 


(Ubid., p. 661.) 


The class nature of Imperialistic capitalism, Foster asserted is 
reactionary. That is why national unity with it is impossible. The 
attack of these circles against the democratic Roosevelt government— 
does this not supply a convincing proof? Can one doubt, after that, 
that the monopolist sections in the U.S. are enemies and not friends 
of the Teheran decisions as Earl Browder thinks? 


The danger in this whole point of view is that, in our eagerness 
to secure support of Teheran, we may walk into the trap of trying 
to co-operate with the enemies of Teheran, or even of falling under 
their influence.* Trailing after the big bourgeoisie is the historic 
error of social democracy, and we must be vigilantly on guard against 
it.—(Ibid., pp. 661.662.) 


In my opinion it would be a catastrophe for the labor movement 
if it accepted such a plan or such an idea even if only provisionally. 
Starting from a notoriously erroneous conception, that U.S. monopoly 
capitalism can play a progressive role Comrade Browder looks askance 
at all suggestions tending to subdue the monopolies, whereas the CP. 
can accept only one policy, that of tending to master these big capi- 
talists now and after the war. In calling for the collaboration of 
classes, Browder sows wrong illusions of tailism in the minds of Trade 
Union members.” Whereas the job of the trade unions is to elaborate 
their policy and dictate it to the big employers.—(Idid., p. 62.) 


So far as the bulk of Finance capital is concerned, starting out 
with a prewar record of appeasement, it has, all through the war, 
followed a course of rank profiteering and often outright sabotage 
of both the domestic and foreign phases of the nation’s war program, 
especially the former. While these elements obviously do not want 
the U.S. to lose the war, they are certainly very poor defenders of 
the policy of unconditional surrender. In the main, their idea of 
a satisfactory outcome of the war would be some sort of negotiated 
Peace with German reactionary forces, and generally to achieve a 
Situation that would put a wet blanket on all democratic govern- 
ments in Europe.— (Ibid., p. 662.) 
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After critically reviewing the policies of Browder and the opposing 


arguments of Foster, Duclos arrived at the following conclusions: 


1. The course applied under Browder’s leadership ended in practise 


in liquidation of the independent political party of the working class 
in the U.S. 


2. Despite declarations regarding recognition of the principles 
of Marxism, one is witnessing a notorious revision of Marxism on the 
part of Browder and his supporters, a revision which is expressed in 
the concept of a long-term class peace in the United States, of the 
possibility of the suppression of the class struggle in the postwar 
period and of establishment of harmony between labor and capital. 


3. By transforming the Teheran declaration of the Allied govern- 
ments, which is a document of a diplomatic character, into a political 
platform of class peace in the United States in the postwar period, 
the American Communists are deforming in a radical way the mean- 
ing of the Teheran declaration and are sowing dangerous opportunist 
illusions which will exercise a negative influence on the American 
labor movement if they are not met with the necessary reply. 


4. According to what is known up to now, the Communist Par- 
ties (for example that of the Union of South Africa and that of 
Australia) have come out openly against this position, while the 
Communist Parties of several South American countries (Cuba, 
Colombia) regarded the position of the American Communists as 
correct and in general followed the same path.—(Ibid., p. 670.) 


Castigating the false theories of Browder that a certain section of 


monopoly capital constitute “progressive capitalists” who should become 
allies of labor in its struggle against the “reactionary capitalists,” Duclos 
informed his readers: 


We too, in France, are resolute Partisans of national unity and we 
show that in our daily activity, but our anxiety for unity does not 
make us lose sight for a single moment of the necessity of arraying 
ourselves against the men of the trusts.” — (Ibid., p. 671.) 


Duclos reiterated: 


It is scarcely necessary to recall that the material bases for fascism 
reside in the trusts, and the great objective of this war, the annihila- 
tion of fascism, can only be obtained to the extent in which the 
forces of democracy and Progress do not shut their eyes to the 
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economic and political circumstances which engendered fascism.— 
(Ibid., p. 672). 
Duclos concluded his historic document as follows: 


The former Vice-President of the U.S., Henry Wallace, present 
secretary of Commerce, said rightly that one cannot fight Ger 
abroad and tolerate at home the activity of powerful groups w . 
intend to make peace “with a simple breathing spell between the 
death of an old tyranny and the birth of a new. 

The Yalta decisions thwart these plans, but the enemies of liberty 
will not disarm of their free will. They will only retreat before the 
acting coalition of all the forces of democracy and progress. 

And it is clear that if Comrade Earl Browder had seen, as a 
Marxist-Leninist, this important aspect of the problems facing liberty 
loving peoples in this moment in their history, he would have ar- 
rived at a conclusion quite other than the dissolution of the Com- 


munist Party of the United States.—(Ibid., p. 672.) 


How LEADING AMERICAN COMMUNISTS VIEWED 
BROWDER’S REVISIONISM 


Following the publication of the Duclos article, the National Board 
of the Communist Political Association adopted a draft resolution 
entitled, The Present Situation and Next Tasks, which condemned the 
opportunist and revisionist errors of which the C.P.A. had been guilty. 
In evaluating the reasons which made possible such gross opportunism 
the draft resolution of the C.P.A. attributed it to the following: 

These errors were facilitated by non-labor, bourgeous influences” 
which unconsciously affected some of our policies as we participated 
and functioned ever more actively in the broad camp of national 
unity. And these opportunist deviations were accentuated by our 
reluctance to constantly analyze and re-examine our policies and 


mass work in the spirit of Marxist self criticism, especially the failure 
to draw our full membership into the discussion and determination of 


basic policy.* 

In order to avoid any repetition of the bureaucratic practises 
which facilitated the infiltration of opportunist policies in the com- 
Munist movement the C.P.A. resolution stated categorically: 
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“We must establish genuine inner democracy and self criticism 
throughout our organization.?* 


It should be noted the above statement definitely infers that 
genuine inner democracy and self criticism had not previously existed, 
at least during the recent period, in the C.P.A, 

Following the meeting of the National Board which adopted the 
resolution, with only Browder voting against, a meeting of the full 
National Committee of fifty-five members was held June 18-20, when 
the resolution was revised and adopted as a revised draft for further 
discussion, pending final adoption at the National Convention of the 
C.P.A. scheduled for July 26-28. At this meeting, again Browder 
was the only one who voted against the resolution. 

In his report to the National Committee meeting, Gene Dennis 
(later elected to the four-man secretariat which now heads the Com- 
‘nunist Party of the U.S.A. and which also includes Wm. Z. Foster, 
national chairman, John Williamson and Robert Thompson), further 


claborated on the question of the lack of inner Party democracy and 
bureaucratic methods of work as follows: 


Lastly, though not to exhaust the subject, our errors arose be- 
Cause in our leading committees and methods of work we have not 
yet established genuine democracy* and collective work. We have 
tended to fall into the trap of formal democracy and self-adulation.* 
We have confused the forging of firm, unbreakable Communist unity 
with the creation of synthetic unity which curtailed criticism and 
self criticism™ which separated the leadership from the 
and failed to draw most of our trade union 
membership into the fullest formulating and executing of policies. 
This has played no small role in feeding and prolonging opportunism 


and bureaucratic methods of leadership and work.— (The Worker, 
July 1, 1945.) 


membership, 
cadres and the entire 


In order to correct these evils Dennis proposed that: 


It is essential to institute everywhere, full inner Party democracy, 
based upon the principle of democratic centralism. For one thing 
Ws necessary to put an end to that bractise where y 


new and major 
policies are suddenly and without consultation thrust upon our mem- 


bership® and often upon the national committce and the board, as 


the line and settled decisions of our Association, For another, it is 
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ecessary to convert the National Committee, as well as each ae 

Cauiities into a functioning and responsible policy making an 

leading body. one 

In order to correct and strengthen the composition of the nationa 
and state leadership, Dennis recommended that: 


It is essential to refresh and strengthen our national and state ane 
ership with the most tested working class cadres* with oe a , 
voted and competent Marxists. This will require a bold policy 0 
promotion, as well as the amalgamation of the healthiest aa . 
of the existing leadership with a new and large circle of loyal an : € 
proletarian cadres.* This will require the establishment of far closer 
ties between our entire leadership, the membership, and the masses. 
This will also require that our entire leadership and all ee 
mittees exercise the greatest political vigilance and judge eac ar 
every leader and member not alone by his or her vote or politica 
declaration, but by deeds, by performances.* (Ibid.) 


In an article on the C.P.A. Convention, Foster exposed how danger- 
ously close Browder came to succeeding in completely liquidating the 
Communist movement of the American working class. He stated: 


Following logically the heavy blow it dealt to Browder’s ee 
ism, the national convention decided by unanimous vote to ¢ ane 
back from the status of the Communist Political Association to that 
of the Communist Party of the United States. In the earlier pea 
of the Party discussion there was some feeling that this change bac 
to C.P. should be delayed somewhat. But this would have been o 
error, as it would have created confusion in the Party. Fortunate Y 
however, the convention seized the bull by the horns, so to speak, 
and made the necessary change at once. 

In both the National Convention and the various State Conven- 
tions there was much indignation among the delegates over the 
dissolution of the party in the South. And there was a tendency to 
consider this as a sort of isolated mistake. But this trend was wrong. 
The liquidation of the Party in the South followed naturally from 
Browder’s whole line. Indeed, it was only by a very narrow vote in 
the National Board that the Party escaped the same fate* nationally 
as befell it in the South. In going back from C.P.A. to C.P. one of 
the first tasks that must be undertaken is precisely the re-establish- 
ment of the Communist Party in the Southern States.— (The Worker, 
Aug. 5, 1945, p. 3.) 
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i ig bourgeoisie.— (The 
; ? ks of the class interests of the big 
Browder clung to his revisionist line to the very end. According to are le Perea. 
Foster: 


Comrade Browder, although he pledged himself to abide by the — And further: der’s faith in the progressivism of present day capi- 
Convention decisions, made no admission of Political error and uttered Comrade aes ie % a eoisie hed its ultimate expression in his 
no words of self criticism. Browder based his political argument talism and oe is Ny hol uestion of Socialism in our country, not 
upon a statement that the Communist Parties of the rest of the curt dismissal ° Is pe ical issue (in which he was correct), but 
world are following his rejected revisionist line and that he is beg only as i: eee ernie education (in which he was wrong). He 
uti by ts Cae) = okandbede al criticism of capitalism as a system of exploitation 
ie workers. All this, too, is logical in pea eae ae 
sionist thinking. For, if it were true that the capitalist : dpa 
ated by the war and by its contact with the U.S.S. aes . 
under the leadership of a progressive bourgeoisie, ee new P ee 
prodigious expansion that would bring generations ace aa 
the peoples of the world, then, indeed, Socialism for t he U. = libid 
become a matter.of only very remote and abstract interest. 5 
p. 8.) 


In his speech to the Convention which reconstituted the Communist 

ee Pe Daan ree 

Party of the U.S.A. Foster charged that the “chronic tailism” (accept 

ing leadership of liberal capitalist politicians*), which developed 

i an ee » Pp ,? : 2 

under the leadership of Browder resulted in “hiding the Party’s face 

oo Y ” ' * PT 

and avoidance of mass struggle*. (Ihe Worker, July 29, 1945.) eee 

i further claimed that the revisionist theories of Browder were devote 

four veterans of this war, seven women, four a ie ne 

ll i ; to fastening a “system of right wing bourgeois liberalis Pp 

Communist leaders still in the armed forces and one farmer.” (Ibid.) ee oe 

Party; a liberalism so conservative that on many q 


The leadership of the American Communists dealt with Browder 
as he deserved: 


The Convention, by refusing to elect Comrade Browder to the 
National Committee and Executive Board, took the only course open 
to it. Browder, who stubbornly refused to the very end to correct 
his grossly bourgeois revisionism, made himself incapable of exercising 
leading functions in the application of the Party line and left the 


convention no alternative but to reduce him to the ranks, which it 
did by unanimous vote. (1bid.) 


The Convention removed seven of the thirteen former members 
of the National Board and even removed a number of them from the 
National Committee. The new National Committee of fifty-five is 


‘epresentative of nineteen States, “sixteen trade unionists, seven shop 
workers, nine Negroes, 
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. The Convention also elected a National Board of eleven members i far to the right of Roosevelt.”* (Ibid.) 
including a secretariat of four members to replace the system of one- 


, : : : i Jer’s 
man leadership which prevailed during the Browder regime, : Morris Childs, National Committee member, characterized Browde 


I eVvisi i i imi w ve went so far as to state: 
n estimat th b ? Fevistonism in a similar ay and even t 
i ing ce asis for Browder s§ revisionism, I oster stat ed: 


We completely revised Marxism-Leninism. I underline completely 
Comrade Browders revisionism has the same class roots and goes } 


; ; ? 
i because we departed from every basic tenet of Marxism. How? 
in the same direction as the traditional revisionism of Social Democ- I 


é ; ¢ mrade Browder 
% , : tern: . In his book Teheran: Our Path in War and Peace, Co 
racy.” The essence of Social Democratic revisionism is the belief that ‘aid 7 
arn . c : — id: ' 
capitalism is fundamentally progressive and that the big bourgeoisie “Teheran represents a firm and growing common interest between 
may, therefore, be relied upon to lead the nation to peace and the leaders wha eathered there: cher eovermmenia the ruling édasses 
Prosperity. The practical effects of this false conception are to throw they represent, and the peoples of the world.” (The words ‘‘common 
the workers under the reactionary influence of the big capitalists and i aaa eae te in the original, other italics mine—M.C.) 
; : ; cates interest” were italicized in the original, acai ; 
blunt their Progressive and revolutionary initiative. Where these This is a departure from the materialist, objective analysis of the 
policies lead to, if persisted in, is indicated in the tragic debacle of | telationship of all classes in our society. Teheran was an expression of 
German Social Democracy. Such revisionism is a reflection in the 
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a historical progressive aim agreed to by the coalition under the given 
circumstances; yet it did not erase class relationship on a world wide 
scale (the coalition is made up of governments representing two 
different social systems—Capitalist and Socialist), nor was the declar- 
ation of Teheran the incarnation of the identity of interests of rulers 
and peoples. We know now as a result of experience that the class 


aims of the signers of Teheran were not identical. (Political Affairs, 
July 1945, p. 600.) 


And further: 


Our Party, by accepting and practising Comrade Browder’s pol- 
icy, substituted the Marxian-Leninist theory with a bourgeois-liberal 
one, we denied the class antagonisms and preached class peace. We 
carried this “peaceful” relation of classes into the postwar period. To 
make it plausible, we violated every material economic concept of 
Marxism and even worked out an economic program for the bour- 
§eoisie.* Instead of basing our policy upon ‘the existence of exploiter 
and exploited, we envisaged and urged class co-operation.* The capi- 
talists were turned into big-hearted philanthropists who, while al- 
lowed a profit (we were not going to disturb their monopolist 
profits), would nevertheless use their profits for “the good of human- 
ity” at home and abroad. Everything was “planned.” If our -common 
sense and Marxian ABC says that this planning is impossible under 
capitalism—particularly under imperialism, decaying capitalism, 
“capitalism on its deathbed”—we regenerated capitalism to order by 
replacing the Leninist theory of imperialism with that of Kautshy.* 
Yes, that is what we did when we proved that imperialism is “capa- 
ble” of all things we suggested. We did not even behave like a bour- 


&0tS Opposition; we accepted responsibility for the acts of the bour- 
S0tsie and its state, and urged “compliance”; a 
all of that, even invited 


(lbid., pp. 600-601.) 


nd we were not, for 
into the “government,” but kicked around.* 


GILBERT GREEN’S EsTIMATE OF THE 
LIBERAL BourcEoisIE 


Gilbert Green, another National Committee member, also dealt at 
gth with the extent to which bourgeois liberalism, in the sphere of 


foreign policy, had influenced the concepts of the American Party. 
Said Green: 
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jecti i the 
Comrade Browder’s remarks rejecting the resolution of 


I } I f . } i. ce s : 
h point thac there 1s a coinci- 

ard e makes much of the 

National Bo , 


f interests’ between Capitalist America and the Soviet nae 
ona ate iably true. But apparently what Comrade Brow ler 
aie Be ee is that side by side with this coincidence of interests 
Ke wes pais basic antagonism.* Both of a ota naar 
eae ism—have been and continue to - 
of interest and the antagonism suite Cua Ce 
aa = ee Feeder ne not alone by the nae 
Oe “of che: baulegeoisie but by the class struggle” —by the 
ate f the overwhelming majority of the American people oe 
end reactionary, most predatory and chauvinist elements o 
the 


finance capital. 


Cc de Browder in his June statement says that adda haere 
aeeh American bourgeoisie has to collaboration with the Sovi a‘ 
nie aia ich r that of immediate war, or that of a period of re 
sete tudin features of diplomatic and economic warfare. These 
faces Ps rade Browder characterizes as suicidal for the cou 
Pe keericae the course of collaboration as the only tenable 
geoisie, 


one open for it. 


1 1S. 

I’m afraid the actual picture is far more oy ea 
The fact remains that the foreign policy of me oo palace 

ae ae! : ese tater sted compartments. 

e Browder’s 

Laie eee the coincidence of interests as Pent eins 
pee which means it ee lea hee tk pomeei 
oe st aa ae aah ead failed to see this two-sided mee 

mra , | 
pase of British and euiiars pone ae aes 
estimates—one week, Vanden 7 
ce San Francisco; the next week, Hull had it ae et 
trol again; the third week things generally oe eat 
and the fourth, everything was well again, Ha a gO 
fold character of American foreign policy, ai ace Sea Ces 
would have helped us to fight more consistently =a ee 
hesitations and even double-bookkeeping. The two-fo i abe 
our foreign policy is best illustrated in the eae a a pee 
who flew directly from Yalta to Mexico City ie aio hanes 
the conspiracy to undermine the Dumbarton Oa - a hcl Seis 
ments* on the world security organization as well as a mene 
Atgentina. Certainly there was no shift of class forces tha Pp 
rs 
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; it was the same actor 
th the agreement and 
Of course, while military victory 


perialism has 
been defeated and a new fear—the fear of a truly anti-fascist and 


democratic Europe,* of a stronger labor movement at home, and of 
2 more powerful and influential Soviet Union—dominates the mind of 
the bourgeoisie,* 

There will be more meetings of the big three and more agree- 
ments through compromise, but once and for all we must discard 
bromise represents the Opposite of strug- 


we forget for a single moment that this 
on the people of Greece by British bayonets?—or that th 


troops were forced to withdraw from Trieste instead 
Britain and America? 


e Yugoslav 
of those of 


foreign policy of even a Roosevelt, for even the Roosevelt policy was 
far from being the clear-cut anti-fascist policy that must be ours.* 


mM veering from one extreme to another in our 
‘estimates, and if things do not go so well we shall not draw the 


y is toward a general sharpening of 
all contradictions, the next point I want to speak about.—(Political 
Affairs, July, 1945, pp. 593-4.) 


After referring to his own writings re 


garding economic Perspectives 
for the postwar, Green continued: 


namely, that even if Post-war production 


peak (something higly improbable), even if there were to be the 
wildest expansion of foreign trade, an 
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i i lants 
“able.* In fact, the tremendous expansion of pees ae 
ue Rae during the war and the creation of a ee acis 
in the an only intensifies the problem of finding eae Pca 
Leer industries operating at anything 
to keep our in ee 
ve ee Ae ovine the problem even further is sil . 
ach . 
ie we i war there has taken place a ier ie sages 
es seein which has brought about a marke ae ae 
es loitation, Also, even if the country were to : seat 
rate of ee a scale unheard of before, this could not ¢ perenne 
eeee eae postpone the ultimate day of Peckonmng, ae 
7 oul n it finally came the crash would shake the entire 
t when tt ‘ 
ay and American socicty to its depth. Reese 
. I as we have capitalism we shall have cye 08 ae 
i = This was even true of American capitalism in si oe 
me when it was young and virile and still had ae rc) ev sie 
a inly i true of capitalism toda 
lop. It certainly is even more 1 eee 
eae general crisis, there is bound to be ee on 
ie loyment even in the years of relative prosperity.” set 
hee ones mean that the fight for full areata is Pa asee 
ne ] rR, is going 
i ht for the right to work, n 
ahi i ican bistory.* The bour- 
of the most bitterly aes ie cael 2 vo eas 
evisie is"goi t with every 
ay ies eee itten into the laws of the land and realized. 
this right from being writte 


1 con- 
If American Capitalism is going to face a oe penne 
tradition between its increased productive a ee over the years, 
market possibilities, then it is quite obvious oing to witness a 
especially after the first post-war aha ake AG cies capital- 
sharpening of all inner and outer Rael cea a a growing scram- 
ism; an intensification of the class conflict at pes § ere ea 
ble between Britain and the U.S.A. for igre me the colonial 
Sources of raw materials; a sharper struggte hie Upihe der 
peoples and the imperialist powers and an intensifica i 
tradictions between the two world ada t ee 
All these contradictions will reach their most ae ea 
this country approaches its first Se ase eh ial will seck 
¢ven before then, more and more circles of finance a r and demo- 
@ solution to their problems by trying fo crush the Adobe of aggres- 
cratic movement at home and by moving in the direction 88 
soe chee tongues? olzoed © h a sharpening of the struggle. 
The'masses must be prepared for such a s FPemnS open 
\This does not mean that we shall not have a period of post-wa > 


ne 
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but it does mean that we shall shortly witness the first offensives and 
onslaughts on the living standards and rights of labor and that we do 
not have too much time fo prepare to meet these attacks.* 


If this is the Perspective ahead, we can all the more appreciate 
the danger confronting our country if Labor and the Communists 
are nothing more than the tail end to the kite of the bourgeoisie,* 
Even when we Support certain reform measures advanced or supported 
by the liberal-bourg cois forces, we are duty-bound to make perfectly 
clear to the workers and the people that these measures are inade- 


the profits of the trusts while propagating Socialism as the ultimate 
answer to the threat of exploitation, insecurity and war. 


middle classes but also from the ranks of the returned veterans, 
from the ranks of the Negro People, the youth and even sections of 
backward workers, Only if the masses see clearly a different alterna- 
tive; only if the Marxists and left forces generally work in such 3 
way so that they merit the due credit for the Positive gains won, 
but do not lay themselves oper to implications of responsibility for 
the shortcomings and failures of the Sovernment and the liberal bour- 
Seoste,” can fascist demagogy be defeated, the ranks of the working 
class and Progressive masses united and the path to fascism and 


Let us recall that at the height of the New Deal reform, Roose- 


in 1938, and that this new crisis reflected itself in a swing away 
from Roosevelt in the November, 1938, elections. Thomas Dewey, 
reactionary demagogue that he is, yet had a kernel of truth when he 
charged last November that Roosevelt had failed to solve the prob- 
lem of unemployment and thas only the war had solved this for 
him.* 

The next years ahead will be decisive for the whole future of our 
country and the world. If the masses are not organized and ynited 
around a militant program in defense of their interests, then there is a 
Srave danger that the country may take the path toward fascism and 
war, replacing Nazi Germany as the threat to the peace and free- 
dom of the world.* That is what must be avoided at all costs, This 
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y , nly by the 
t chieved b a m S aria pol y b ° 

nno be a arrow ectarian lic ut 

ca 


hould refuse to 
mass policy. This does not mean that a ee gage 
nen ther with liberal bourgeois forces. It . fis aa ei 
ve at remember that the cig ie nena 
Meese ffer the way out, thet the bou 
a 1 to think as a class, 
renee h ki lass must learn 
me rking c 4 ae 
; on,* that the wo Arie 
Ge ind in the first place upon its oan 34 cae shay 
ne ee 1 allies,* and above all, tha 
. . t 
aa ei i Hlation and withou 
pa rea hich firmly, without vaci 
1 1c rmly, ; = 
nist vanguard w si gr ase 
Commu points the way to victory over reaction 
illusions, 


itt , bp. ) 
Political Affairs, Jul Vy 1945 595 -6-7 sad 
B. Ma il, associate editor of New Masses, offered a similar op 
A. B. gu, n 


ee . 
10n regarding revisionism as a tendency to rely on . leadership of 
| . 5, . 21. 
the liberal bourgeoisie. (I ol Aff., Ang., 194 pb 7 


agil als believed the revisi RY (6) row de wa dee rooted 
M i 10] onism f B d r S P 
& 


whi he wrote: The roots of our recent revisionism need to be traced 
en 


through at least the past ten ycars.* (Ibid) 


I oster esse as wpoint: T liquidator y tendency 
expr SS d imilar vice his 


: * reached 
hich he (Browder) had been developing for at least ten haste ee 
w : x in the dissolution of the Communist Party ee ees 
a i ° : 
raglan titution on a lower level as the Communist Politica 
its recons 


tion.” (The Worker, Aug. 5, 1945.) e aad 

Foster did not conclude that all of the viata be 

d the American Party had been eliminate : = ee 

eee above, he wrote: “The worst mistake we os i 

a would be to conclude from ia nin the Te ea 
Browder’s revisionism has been fully won* and that we 


; ie 
unconcernedly with our daily tasks. 


ER 
SHOULD THE PROLETARIAT WorRK Sie 
WITH THE LIBERAL BOURGEOISIE? 
i wder’s 
While many of the American Communists agreed oe a S 
a - them made 
revisionism goes back “‘at least ten Yeats, ste : eee 
attempt to uncover the “roots,” or beginnings, o 
of revisionism into the American Party by Browder. 
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One of the few American Communists who made an attempt to 
uncover the beginning of Browder’s basic revisionist line, during the 


course of the two months’ discussion on the draft resolution, was 
Jane Wilson of Los Angeles who wrote: 


The tentative conclusion to which I came is that between 1935 
and 1944 the American Communists gradually gave up the strategy 
and tactics of the people’s front. 

In November, 1935, Browder placed a Farmer-Labor Party as the 
American form of the People’s Front. In December, 1936, he an- 
alyzed the Republican election defeat as a vote along class lines, as 
hastening the disintegration of the two Party system and widening 
the split in the Democratic Party. He concluded that “these things 
improve and broaden the Prospect for the building of a People’s 
Front. 

In June, 1937, Browder stated: “Many are puzzled by an apparent 
contradiction between the clearly established growth of the People’s 
Front sentiment in the United States and the slowing up of the 
organizational realization of a National Farmer-Labor Party.” Re- 
ferring to a Pennsylvania steel strike which was supported by the 
Democratic state administration, he said: “We will be utterly un- 
realistic if we expect a Farmer-Labor Party of serious consequence 
in Pennsylvania until the CIO in convinced that such a party will 
immediately exert as much political power as the CIO already exerts 
through the Democratic Party.” Further, legal obstacles to launching 
new parties and the democratic possibilities of the primary system 

were cited as operating against the organization of the Farmer-Labor 
Party. Mass trade unions and Progressive groups should be encour- 
aged ‘to systematic and organized activity within the Democratic 
Party (in some places the Republican Party\ . . .” 


Browder’s conclusions on labor’s “political power” in Pennsylvania 
with similar examples throughout the country, makes me seriously 
wonder if unconsciously he were not accepting labor’s political back- 


wardness and beginning to rationalize for the “easier” path ‘through 
Democratic Party channels. 


In Browder’s article in the 1937 Communist, the formulation 
“Democratic Camp” bas already replaced that of the Farmer-Labor 
Party. He defines this as ‘America’s equivalent of the People s Front” 
and as “now materialized in the organized labor movement, first of 
all the great movement of the Committee for Industrial Organiza- 
tion, and the progressive movements led by middle class figures within 
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irely new political parties” 
ies.’ He foresees “two entirely hee 
neo aed Tory reaction based on finance epee 
pee ene In 1938 this formulation changes to 
democratic : 
: ot - rty 
oe 1939 the words “People’s Front” and ‘Farmer pa 
? ae 
2 en entirely discarded by Browder. So has the oe ee 
have “ the May Plenum, he denies the Spee Aen’ 
eee? i » as follows: “The 
rey - Republican Party ee 
oe acne is a coalition between the ate nae fee 
. ndent radical one-third of the ie iene 
eae bodied that coalition, and by his leaders see s 
| prea yi ome it.’—(The Worker, July 15, 1945.) 
an 


Jane Wilson concludes by asking: utes aes 
before the war and before the “new ae eats Aig 
ba eran for the American equivalent of ene ee 
ee Front—(J.W.’s italics). Did we give - a ee eee 
p it immature labor movement? | Did we offer he Fagen 
te de hip of labor in the “coalition.” Didn’t we es 
eh ‘ 
= spies Front” drift into the Democratic ile = en 
ys i j i ter it?— : 
pee lesdesship, and then in 1944 jump in a Co ead 
i i ised by Jane Wilso 
i d vital questions raise 
To date the basic an Lennart 
semained unanswered by the leadership of the Comm : nae 
the American 
i f whether or not 
U.S.A. The question o not a 
“let the potential ‘People’s Front’ drift into the me cit 
that 
d accept bourgeois leadership” and whether, or not, 1 ae 
ae correct it, 
case, the necessary measures have been adopted to oo 
movement. 
cuestion of the utmost importance to the labor ene 
i ->n, who have been quoted at considera ' 
Saye era ised and the degree to which 
stress the degree to which Marxism was revise¢ an 


unists, under Browder’s leadership, followed a 


the American Comm © some 


j ears to b 
policy of class collaboration, there nevertheless app 


os i ir statements. 
contradictory propositions advanced in their s 


> Sth Ca italism 
I oster stated that The class nature of Imperiali Cc Pp 

8 & 54 1S 
and warned that Trailin af ter the bi bour COISLC the 


16 reactionary’ antly on guard 


. st be vigil 
historic error of Social Democracy and we mu : 


against it.” , : the 
Morris Childs stated that, ‘Instead of basing our policy upon 
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existence of exploiter and exploited, we 
Co-operation’.”” Childs then 
sibility for the acts of 
then advances w 


envisaged and urged ‘class 
went on to say that ‘ 


the bourgeoisie and its s 
hat appears to be g complaint: 
ll of that, even invited into the gov 
Childs, first of all, recognizes the 
critizes the fact that the P 
che state 


“we accepted respon- 
tate.” However, he 
“and we were not, for 
ernment, but kicked around,” 
existence of “exploiter and exploited,” 
arty urged ‘class Co-operation,” refers to 
as the state of the bourgeoisie, of the exploiters, but then pro- 


ceeds to raise the question of n ‘invited into the government.” 


Clearly, if, as Ch 


‘here is no re 


ot being ‘ 
ds claims, the stat 
ason why a party, if 
of the exploited, should be iny 


ond still less reason why 


of 


¢ is the state of the exploiters, 


it really represented the interests 
ited to join the governme 
such a party should ere 
being invited to join it, 


The mistakes which Childs re 


nt of that state 
” consider the possibility 


fers to and the attitude of the gov- 
trament towards the American Communists, in spite of their attitude 


of “accepting responsibility,” is strikingly similar to the policies 
practised by the Mensheviks in 1906 in spite of the different historic 


Period and setting. Lenin, in an article entitled, Blocs With the Cadets, 
scathingly denounced Plekhanov and the Menshevik 


‘locs with the party of the liberal bourgeoisie, 
Democrats (Cadets). Lenin wrote: 


What does all this mean? 


s for advocating 
the Constitutional 


It means that whether we like 
of the best of the Mensheviks, political 


olutionary phrases. 
heviks, slaps Plek- 
at the same time 
t who has grown 
h, my dear Mensheviks! We must 


Not enough, my dear Men- 
SO stop, or at any rate change your polemics! . . . 

poor Plekhanov! Their love letters to the 
i » but so far the 


y are not being 
r than the antechamber.— (Lenin’s Selected Works, 
Vol. ILL, pp. 411-12.) 


Gil Green stated that, “with the a 
of Roosevelt,” Stettinius fl 


fat on ill-gotten gains: Not enoug 
also have an ideological 


Sheviks, you must al 


8teement and under the 


leadership 
ew from Yalta to Mexico City 


“and there 
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ee 
any 
. ” nd adds that 
ee il end to the kite of the ee t the “objective 
e tai Bat create 
an o iling after the liberal bourgeoisie cou base.” 
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condition: 


nd 
<< lay the Party a 
further warns against policies that ice : for the short- 
Green Iu ‘ ; : of responsibility : 
errs implications ‘sie. 
he left forces “open to P > and the liberal bourgeois 
ave d failures of the government This does not mean that 
i ae oes 
comings an he th tes, that aS 
. : e then states, : > and 
said all that, ; : eois forces, 
aay f work together with liberal bourg i celled spon 
use to oe oe e relie ’ 
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: st learn to ; eee 
orking class mu ; > means to 
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bviously, to w its “cannot be relie ; 
ee liberal bourgeoisie whom he admits in osevelt, for under- 
% n : oO ’ 
ae Siseauible through their spokesman a‘ 
who were reements. 
mining the “Dumbarton Oaks and cs ss “learn to think as a 
. working ¢ a hi 
: ses: Can the igual eaahe 
The question ari : ee ae 
lass.” ie they avoid “being nothing more th ee rece 
class, ee Ree 
isie”’ i re going » Id 
i isie” if they a fe 2? Wou 
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. sad to the very si : onsibility 
ch a policy lead cay s of resp 
ies m4 : x themselves open to implication d the liberal 
against, of “laying ilures of the government an 
for the shortcomings and failur 
isie?”? oe ital importance to 
bourgeoisie his question, which is one of vital imp ; a 
In order to answer t i he question raised by Jane Wilson 
tne 7 c , 
the labor movement, and also ae “let the potential ‘People’s 
ican Communists “let ; hip.” 
pe oer nee ic P and accept bourgeois leadership, 
ie atic Party : : 
en eee i f the tactical line of the American 
. , Ee " ination oO 
Will require a critical es iod, in the light of the teachings 
. . i able period, 
Se oes cee : ce of Marxism. To make such an 
si scien 
of the great authorities on the 


chapter. 
¢Xamination is the purpose of the next . 
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CHAPTER II. 


THE TACTIC OF BLOCS WITH THE LIBERAL 
BOURGEOISIE 


In order to He able to pass judgement on what constitutes revisionism 
it is necessary to refer to the writings of the founders and most 
authoritative exponents of Marxism-Leninism. Lenin gave the follow- 
ing definition of revisionism: 


The principle tactical difference in the present labor movement 
of Europe and America reduce themselves to a struggle against two 
big trends that are departing from Marxism, which has in fact 
become the dominant theory in this movement. These two trends 
are revisionism (opportunism, reformism) and anarchism (anarcho- 
syndicalism. anarcho-socialism). Both these departures from the 
Marxist Theory that is dominant in the Labor Movement, and from 
Marxist tactics, were to be observed in various forms and in various 
shedes in all civilized countries during the course of the more than 


half century of history of the mass labor movement.*—(Lenin’s 
Selected Works, Vol. XI, p. 739.) 


It shculd be noted that Lenin here, and in other writings, uses 
the terms revisionism, opportunism and reformism interchangeably as 
different terms basicly meaning one and the same thing. As regards the 
outlook of the proponents of these two trends Lenin stated: 


The revisionists regard as mere phrasemonegering all reflections on 
“leaps” (revolutions, F.M.) and on the fundamental anithesis be- 
tween the Labor Movement and the whole of society. Ihey regard 
reforms as a partial realization of Socialism. The anarcho-syndicalist 
rejects “petty work” especially the utilization of the parliamentary 
platform. Asa matter of fact, these latter tactics amount to waiting 
for the “great davs” and to an inability to muster the forces which 
Create great events. Both hinder the most important and most es- 
sential thing, namely, the concentration of the workers into big, 
powerful and properly functioning organizations, capable of func- 
tioning properly under all circumstances, permeated with the spirit 
of class struggle, clearly realizing their aims and trained in the true 
Marxist world conception.*—(Ibid., p. 740.) 
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Lenin further declared: 


Th: revisionists declare the doctrine of the class struggle to be 
“antiquated,” or begin to conduct a policy which in fact amounts to 
a renunciation of the class struggle.*—(lbid., p. 742.) 


And again: 


In the domain of politics, revisionism tried to revise fhe very 
foundation of Marxism namely, the doctrine of the class struggle? — 
(lbid., p. 708.) 


Marx, Engles, Lenin and Stalin all devote a considerable proportion 
of their writings to the struggle against revisionism (opportunism). 
Jenin in particular, during his entire lifetime in the revolutionary 
movement, conducted a relentless struggle against the opportunism 
of the Secial Democratic Parties affiliated to the Second International 
including the opportunist (Menshevik) wing of his own party. Both 
Lenin and Stalin accused the theoreticians of the parties of the Second 
Snternational of “emasculating Marxism‘of its revolutionary content.” 
Since the doctrine of the class struggle constitutes the ‘‘very founda- 
tion of Marxism,” as Lenin put it, the “Philistines”? of the Second 
International gave particular attention to substituting the theory 
and practise of “reforming capitalism,” of co-operating with their 
own capitalist class, of “class collaboration,” for the theory and 


practise of the class struggle. 


The doctrine of the class struggle was not an abstract idea con- 
jured up in the mind of Karl Marx but a recognition and an under- 
standing of a phenomonen that has existed in all societies with class 
divisions. As Marx put it, in the Communist Manifesto: 


The history of all hitherto existing societies is the history of class 
struggles (Engels added, with the exception of the classless society of 
primitive communism). 

Free man and slave, patrician and plebian, lord and serf, guild 
master and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in 


constant opposition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, 
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now hidden, now open fight, a fight that each time ended, either in a 
revolutionary reconstitution of society at large, 


\ ; or in the common 
ruin of the contending classes. 


As regards modern capitalist (bourgeois) society, Marx stated: 


The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted from the ruins 
of feudal society, has not done away with class antagonisms, It has 
but established new classes, new conditions of oppression ace forms 
of struggle in place of the old ones.—(Communist Manifesto, p. 13.) 


" : » ; “ . 
According to Marx,” Lenin stated, “the state is an organ of class 


lomination, an organ of oppression of one class by another; its aim is 
the creation of order which legalizes and perpetuates this oppression by 


moderating the collisions between the classes.” (State and Revolution 
bh. 9.) 
* 


LIBERALISM AND REVISIONISM 


It has been amply established and explained by the authorities of 


ae or 
Marxism-Leninism that the modern “State? is an “organ,” an 
> 


sappararas® for the domination and oppression of the proletariat (the 
working class) by the bourgeoisie (the capitalist class). What has 
not been so amply established and explained is the methods used by 


the bourgeoisie to carry out their domination and to maintain their 
class rule.” 


In dealing with this vitally important question in an article entitled 
, 


Di CTCHCES 11 the European Labor Movement, written in 1 910 Lenin 
f cy 
wrote: 


If the tactics of the bourgeois were always uniform, or at least 
homogeneous. the working class would rapidly learn to reply to them 
by tactics also uniform or homogencous. But as a matter of fact 
in every country the bourgeoisie inevitably works out fwo s shins 
of rule, two methods of fighting for its interests and of eine its 
rule, and these methods af times succeed cach other and at ae 
interwoven with cach other in various combinations Thef ale 
firstly, the method of force, the method which rejects all conteiions 
to the labor movement, the method of supporting all the old ae 
obsolete institutions, the method’ of irreconcilably rejecting reforms 
Such is the nature of the Conservative policy which in Western Bur 
ope is becoming less and less a policy of the agrarian classes and more 
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and more one of the varieties of bourgeois policy in general. The 
second method is the method of “liberalism” which takes steps to- 
ward the development of political rights, towards reforms, conces- 
sions and so forth.*—(lbid., p. 742). 


According to Lenin, the so-called “liberalism” or “progressivencss” 
of the liberal bourgeoisie, policies of introducing reforms and con- 
cessions, is one of their “two systems of rule.” Lenin continued: 


The bourgeoisie passes from one method to the other, not in ac- 
cordance with the malicious design of individuals, and not for- 
tuitously, but owing to the fundamental contradictions of its 
own position. Normal capitalist society cannot develop success- 
fully without a consolidated representative system and without 
the enjoyment of certain political rights by the population, which is 
bound to be distinguished by its relatively high “cultural” demands. 
This demand for a certain minimum of culture is created by the con- 
ditions of the capitalist mode of production itself, with its high 
technique, complexity, flexibilicy, mobility, rapidity of develop- 
ment of world competition, and so forth. The oscillations in the 
tactics of the bourgeoisie, the passage from the system of force to 
the system of apparent concessions, are, consequently, peculiar to the 
history of all European countries during the last half-century, while 
at the same time, various countries chiefly develop the application of 
onc method or the other at definite periods. For instance, England in 
the “sixties” and “seventies” was a classical country of “liberal” 
bourgeois policy. Germany in the “seventies” and “eighties” adhered 
to the method of force and so on. 

When this method prevailed in Germany, a one-sided echo of this 
system, one of the systems of bourgeois government, was the growth 
of anarcho-syndicalism, or anarchism as it was then called, in the 
labor movement (the “young” at the beginning of the “nineties,” 
Johann Most at the beginning of the ‘“‘eighties”). When in 1890 the 
change toward concessions took place, this change, as is always the 
case, proved to l- even more dangerous to the labor movement, and 
gave rise to an cqually one-sided echo of bourgeois “‘reformism”: 
opportunism in the Labor Movement. 


"The positive and real aim of the liberal policy of the bourgeoisie,” 
Pannekoek says, ‘ss to mislead the workers, to cause a split in their 
ranks, to transform their policy into an impotent adjunct of an im- 
potent and ephemeral, sham reformism.” 
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Not infrequently, the bourgeoisie for a certain time achieves its 
object by a “‘liberal’’ policy, which as Pannekock justly remarks, is 
a “more crafty” »olicy. A part of the workers and a part of their 
representatives at times allow themselves to be deceived by sham 
concessions. The revisionists declare the doctrine of the class strug- 
gle to be “antiquated,” or begin to conduct a policy which in fact 
amounts to a renunciation of the class struggle. The zigzags of bour- 
geois tactics intensify revisionism within the labor movement and 
not infrequently exacerbate the differences within the labor movement 
to the pitch of a direct split. 

All causes of the kind indicated give rise to differences on ques- 
tions of tactics within the labor movement and with the proletarian 
ranks. But there is not and cannot be a Chinese wall between the 
proletariat and the strata of the petty bourgeoisie contiguous to it, 
including the peasantry. It is clear that the passing of certain in- 
dividuals, groups and strata of the petty bourgeoisie into the ranks 
of the proletariat is bound, in its curn, to give rise to vacillations in 
the tactics of the latter. 

The experience of the labor movement of various countries helps 
us to understand from the cxample of concrete practical questions the 
nature of Marxist tactics; it helps the younger countries to distinguish 
more clearly the true class significance of the departures from Marx- 
ism and to combat these departures more successfully.*—(Ibid., pp. 
741-42-43.) 


Lenin established the following important points: 


(1) The passage from “the system of force” to the “system of 
wpparent concessions” ts peculiar to the history of all European countries 
for the past half century as two methods of bourgeois rule. Further, 
the bourgeoisie passes from one method to the other because of the 
“fundamental contradictions of its own position,” although at times 
both methods are interwoven. 


(2) During a period when the bourgeoisie of a given country 
resorted to the “method of force,” a one-sided echo of this method 
was the growth of anarcho-syndicalism in the labor movement. When 
the method of “concessions” was in operation, the one-sided echo was 
“opportunism in the labor movement.” 


(3) The method of concessions is, for the labor movement, “even-~ 


more dangerous” than the method of force because it is a more “crafty 
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themselves to be deceived by “sham concessions. 


(4) The experience of the-labor movement of various ai 
helps other countries to “distinguish more clearly the true class 
significance” of the revision of Marxism. This revisionism Lenin 
attributes to the class influence of the big bourgeoisie through the 
“passing of certain individuals, groups and strata of the petty bourge- 
oisie” (their ideology is essentially bourgeois) into the ranks of the 


proletariat. 


In Lenin’s preface to Letters to Kugelman, he writes: 


The Marxian doctrine has bound the theory and practice of the 
class struggle into one inseparable whole. And whoever sia a 
theory which soberly presents the objective situation into a jis ifi- 
cation of the existing order and goes to the length of sia . 
adapt himself as quickly as possible to every temporary decline in the 
revolution, to discard “revolutionary illusions” as quickly as possi- 
ble and to turn to“realistic” tinkering, is no Marxist.*—(Lenim's 
Selected Works, Vol. XI, p. 716.) 


The revision of Marxism, then, almost invariably takes the form 
of revising the “very foundation” of Marxism, the doctrine of the 
class struggle, of concentrating on the winning of reforms “as a partial 
realization of socialism.” And this is the logical outcome of revisionism. 
In view of the fact that Marxism is the science of the working class 
movement and its foundation is the doctrine of the class struggle, it 
therefore follows that revisionism would almost of necessity take the 
form of cither theoretically revising that doctrine or of conducting 
policies which, in fact, would amount to the “renunciation of the 
class struggle.” Theoretically and in practise to “Renpunce the class 
struggle” would mean to advocate or follow policies which, instead 
of recognizing the conflict of interests of the two basic classes, of their 
irreconcilability, would substitute the :dentity of interests of the two 
classes; in other words, to advocate and practise class co-operation 


or class collaboration. 


The danger of revisionism entering the working class movement, 
Lenin pointed out, is greatest during a period when the government 
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i . & Engels, p. 450.) 
tollows a policy of liberalism, a policy of appearing progressive through pitalists.— (Selec ted Correspondence of Marx & Engels, p 


{ the ca ; 
granting certain reforms and concessions to the working class, which, 7 Engels continued: ths for every country newly enter- 
: : eo importance for ; 
however, are designed to “mislead the workers” and “cause a split in The first great step of imp! i: ization of the workers as an 
hei ee ing into the movement is always the organiza 
their ranks. in 


iti ', no matter how, so long as it is a distinct 
Lae aan age ek, been taken, far more rapidly than 
hs right to hope, and that is the main thing. That the first 
aie of this party is still confused and highly deficient, that it 
eek the banner of Henry George, these are inevitable evils but 
i Salynaneaty ones. The masses must have time and opportunity 


Capitalism developed in the U.S. and also in Canada under historic 
conditions very different from those of the European countries. The 
fact that fuedalism had never been widely established in North America, 
the availability of free land, mass emigration to both countries, demo- 
cratic traditions established in early years, particularly following the 9 develop and they can only have the opportunity when they ae 
American Revolution of 1776 and the Civil war of 1861-65 in the shite own movemenf—no matter in what form so long as it Is re 
U.S.A. and the rebellion of 1837 in Canada, these all served to further i vik own (Engels’ italics) movement—in ae fant eat snares 
strengthen democratic forms. Largely because of these factors and the ther by their own mistakes and learn wisdom by hurting s 
economic power of American and British Imperialism, the Labor — (Ibid., p. 450.) 
movement in North America was much slower in developing Inde- Engels concluded as follows: 
pendent political action and organizing political parties than was the 
case in the European countries, where class lines were much more 
sharply drawn, In fact, Marxism was brought to the United States 
by German emigrants, and although a Marxist Party was formed in itualism, in short, every kind of imbccility which was not directly 
the “seventies,” it took a considerable period before it exerted any beac: to business and which is now very serviceable for making 
degree of influence. the masses stupid. And if there are people at hand whose raids he 

; theoretically clear, who can tell them the consequences of their own 


7 = “ r , Ve- 
mistakes beforehand and make it clear to them that every mo 
ment which does not keep the destruction of the wage system in 











From good historical reasons, the Americans are worlds ee : 
all theoretical things, and while they did not bring over any ats 
institutions from Europe they did bring over masses of medieva sis 
ditions, religion, English common (feudal) law, superstition, spir- 


However, because of the important position the U.S.A. occupies 
in the system of world imperialism, it is important to study the advice 


: ‘ : : : : ets stray and fail— 
given to the American Marxists, on the question of developing an view the whole tine as its final aim is bound to oe phe ae n 
\ 1 iti : onse , avol and the process con- 
independent working class political movement, by the founders of then many a picce of nonsense may be avoided he E hie way the 
Marxism-Leninism siderably shortened. But it must take place in the Englis oe ae 


specific German character must be cut out and for that the Joe 
men of the Sozialist have hardly the qualification, while ee be 
THE ADVICE OF THE AUTHORITIES OF MARXISM TO THE Volkzietung are only more intelligent where business (Engels 


AMERICAN LaBor MovEMENT italics) is concerned.*—(Ibid., p. 451.) | 
In this letter written 59 years ago, Engels, with penetrating clarity, 
outlined the most important political tasks of the American working 























Frederick Engels in writing to Sorge, Nov. 29, 1886, pointed out: 
The American masses had to seek out their own wa and seem ; 
to have found it for the time being in the K (nights) of L(abor), clessaid -chio\ceasons.cfor them sre-as tallow: ; ‘é 
whose confused principles and ludicrous organization appear to cor- i (1) That for “historical reasons” the Americans were “worlds 
respond to their own confusion. But according to all I hear the a 
of L. are a real power, especially in New England and the West, and 
are becoming more so every day owing to the brutal opposition of 


behind” in their understanding and utilization of revolutionary theory 
4S a weapon in the hands of the labor movement, and the American 
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bourgeoisie, also “worlds behind” in “theoretical things,” nevertheless, 
were utilizing “medieval traditions,” in short, “every kind of imbecility” 
for “making the masses stupid.” 

(2) Because of the fact the American working class lacked a 
revolutionary theory (in the opening part of his letter, Engels pointed 
out the emigrant German Socialists in the U.S.A. were unable to 
impart Marxism to the American workers because they regarded 
Marxism as a dogma, a credo, rather than “‘a guide to action,” and 
hence did not understand it themselves) they “chad to seek out their 
own way” and appeared to have found the path through the medium 
of the Knights of Labour. But because of their own theoretical 
unclarity the “principles” and “organization” of their movement 
reflected this unclarity and confusion. 

(3) Engels further points out that the new American labor move- 
ment would have to learn from its own experience and mistakes, to 
“earn wisdom by hurting themselves.” This could only be accomp- 
lished, however, providing they had their own movement so long as it 
was only their own. 

(4) If there were people at hand who were “theoretically clear” 
(Marxists, F.M.) and could point out the consequences of mistakes 
beforehand, “many a piece of nonsense could be avoided’ and the 
“process” ( the achievement of socialism, F.M.) ‘considerably short- 
ended.” 

(5) “Every movement which does not keep the destruction of the 
wage system in view the whole time as its final aim is bound to go 
astray and fail; i.e., the aim of achieving socialism. 


(6) “The organization of the workers as an independent political 
party, no mater how. so long as it is a distinct workers’ party, is 
“always the first great step of importance for’ every country newly 
entering the movement.” 

Ie is quite clear thae Engels in his letter to Sorge is not referring 
to the organization of a relatively small revolutionary party, a Marxian 
party, but to a broad all-inclusive “distinct workers’ party” because 
there already was in existence in the U.S.A. a professed Marxian Party; 
the Soctalist Labour Party. In other words, Engels was stressing the 
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need of organizing an independent mass third party movement based 
on the American working class. 


In his letter to Florence Kelley Wischnewetsky, two months later. 
Engels returned to the same theme in concluding his letter as follows: 


Had we, from 1864 to 1873, insisted on working together only 
with those who openly adopted our platform where should we be to- 
day? 1 think that all our practise has shown that it is possible to 
work along with the general movement of the working class at every 
one of its stages without giving up or hiding our own distinct posi- 
tion and even organization, and I am afraid that if the German 
Americans choose a different platform they will commit a great 
mistake,*— (Selected Correspondence of Marx & Engels, p. 445.) 


In an earlier letter, written December 28, 1886, Engls stressed 
the need of a mass workers’ party as follows: 


A million or two of workingman’s votes next November for a 
bona fide workingman’s party is worth infinitely more at present 
than a hundred thousand votes for a doctrinally perfect platform— 
(Selected Correspondence of Marx & Engels, p. 454.) 


In 1892 Engels again returns to the need of and prospects for an 
independent political movement of the working class, this time with 
regard to England: 


In fact in England too, the working people have begun to move 
again. They are, no doubt, shackled by traditions of various kinds. 
Bourgeois traditions, such as the widespread belief that there can be 
but two parties, Conservatives and Liberals, and that the working 
class must work out its salvation by and through the great Liberal 
Party. If the sons of the old Chartists, for reasons explained above, 
were not quite up to the mark, the grandsons bid fair to be worthy 
of their forefathers.*——-(Socialism Utopian & Scientific, p. 29.) 


Fifteen years later, April, 1907, Lenin, in commenting on Engels’ 
letters regarding the tactics to be followed by American Socialists, 
points out that the fundamental features of the British and American 
Labor movements are: 


The absence of any at all big, nation-wide democratic problems, 
facing the proletariat; the complete subjection of the proletariat to 
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bourgeois politics; the sectarian isolation of groups, handfuls of So- 
cialists from the proletariat; not the slightest success of the Socialists 
at the elections among the working masses, etc.—(Vol. XI, Lenin’s 
Selected Works, p. 724.) 
Lenin explains further: 


Engels lays so much stress on the economic organizations of the 
workers in such conditions because he is dealing with the most firmly 
established democratic systems, which confront the proletariat with 
purely Socialist tasks. (By “purely Socialist tasks,” Lenin here is re- 
ferring to the fact that the democratic tasks of abolishing remnants 
of feudalism had been largely completed.—F.M. ) 


Engels stresses the importance of an independent workers’ party, 
even though with a bad program, because he is dealing with countries 
where hitherto there had not been even a hint of political independ- 
ence of the workers, where in politics, the workers most of all 
dragged, and still drag, after the bourgeosie.*—(Ibid., p. 725.) 


And again: 


And now we very clearly perceive the two lines of Engels’ (and 
Marx’s) recommendations, directions, corrections, threats and ex- 
hortations. They most insistently called upon the British and Amer- 
ican Socialists to merge with the Labor Movement and to eradicate 
the narrow and hidebound sectarian spirit from their organizations.* 


(Ibid., p. 731.) 


Lenin further explained why it was essential for the British and 
nerican Socialists to “merge with the labor movement” by the 
llowing: 


In countries where there are no Social Democratic workers par- 
ties, 20 Social Democratic members in parliament, no systematic and 
consistent Social Democratic policy either at elections or in the 
press, etc., Marx and Engels taught that the Socialists must af all 
costs rid themselves of narrow sectarianism and join with the labor 
movement so as to shake up the proletagiat politically, for in the last 
third of the nineteenth century the proletariat displayed almost no 
political independence either in England or America. In these coun- 
tries—where bourgeois-democratic historical tasks were almost én- 
tirely absent—the political arena was wholly filled by/ the triumphant 
and self-complacent bourgeoisie, which, in the art of deceiving, cor- 
rupting, and bribing the workers has no equal anywhere in the 


world.— (Ibid., p. 723.) 
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Thirteen years later, at the second Congress of the Communist 
jnternational, July 23, 1920, Lenin noted with satisfaction the existence 
cf an independent, working class, mass political party in England 
and insisted that the British Communists affiliate to it on the conditions 
then prevailing, under which each affiliated group retained its independ- 
ence and the right of freedom of criticism. In castigating those Com- 
munists who opposed the affiliation, on the grounds such affiliation would 
constitute class collaboration, Lenin stated: 


... I declare that there will be no class collaboration in this . . 
But in regard to the British Labor Party, it is only a matter of the 
advanced minority of the British working class collaborating with 
the overwhelming majority . .. What we get here is collaboration 
between the vanguard of the working class and the backward work- 
ers—the rearguard. This collaboration is so important for the whole 
labor movement that we categorically demand that the British 
Communists should serve as a connecting link between the Party, 
i.e., the minority of the working class, and all the rest of the workers. 
If the minority is unable to lead the masses ,to link up closely with 
them, then it is not a Party and is worthless, no matter whether it 
calls itself a Party or the National Committee of Shop Stewards 
Committees—as far as I know the Shop Stewards Committees in 
England have their National Committee. Until the opposite is proved 
we can say that the British Labor Party consists of proletarians and 
that by being in the ranks we can secure collaboration between the 
vanguard of the working class and the backward workers. If this 
collaboration is not carried out systematically, then the Communist 
Party will be worthless and then there can be no talk of the dicrator- 
ship of the proletariat.— (Vol. X, Lenin’s Selected Works, p. 216-217.) 


At the fourth Congress of the C.J. (Communist International), 
held in November, 1922, a resolution was adopted on the question 
of a ‘workers’ and peasants’ government” from which the following 
excerpts are taken: 


The slogan of ‘‘Workers’ and Peasants’ Government,” as the old 
slogan of Workers’ Government, by no means takes the place of, or 
shifts into the background, our agitation for the proletarian dictator- 
ship, which is the cornerstone of Communist tactics. . . Correct 
interpretation of the slogan of ‘workers’ and peasants’ government” 
will enable the Communists not only to mobilize the proletarian 
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masses in the towns, but also to establish for themselves reliable 
points of support in the villages and thus pave the way for the 
conquest of power.—(Proceedings of the 5th Congress of the C.L., 
ppb. 117-118.) 


& . 
As a general agitational slogan, the workers’ government (or the 
workers’ and peasants’ government) can be applied everywhere.— 


(Ibid., p. 110.) 


Of course, the agitation under the slogan of “‘workers’ and peas- 
ants’ government” must be concretely adapted to the circumstance 
of every particular country. For instance, in America, it must deal 
with the problem of the toiling farmers . . . (1bid., p. 118.) 


In the specific conditions that existed in America at that time when 
no Labor or Farmer parties, National in scope, existed, the slogan, “A 
Workers’ and Peasants’ Government,” was apparently replaced with the 
slogan, “A Farmer-Labor Party.” Speaking at the fifth Congress of the 
C.L, June 24, 1924, delegate Dunne of the American Party, reported 
the Party’s object:". .. In carrying on the manoeuvers for the formation 
of the Farmer-Labor Party was to drive a wedge between the exploited 
farmers and workers and the capitalist parties. Some wished to base 
it upon the industrial workers, but the minority tended to over- 
emphasize the importance of the agricultural workers.” (Proceedings 
of the fifth Congress of the C.L, pb. 73.) 


Delegate Amter’s contribution to the discussion was reported in 
part as follows: 


The official pamphlet of the American Party dealing with the 
growth of the Labor Party, stated that it would be a mistake of the 
greatest magnitude to exclude the working farmers from the Labor 
Party. The co-operation of the farmers and workers had become 
traditional in America. Comrade Amter quoted figures to show that 
in many States the Farmer-Labor Party contained large groups of 
industrial workers which held the Party completely under their con- 
trol. There were other States in which the membership was predom- 
inantly farmers, notably the State of Montana.— (Ibid., p. 94.) 


It would appear from the above statements/that some headway 
had finally been made by. the American Labor movement in creating 
an independent third party movement in the U.S.A.; to create a party 
that would politically break the masses away from “trailing behind 
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bourgeoisie.” This was 48 years after Engels had first exhorted the 
. chee Socialists to proceed with the building of a Party of the 
ae people which, he said, was the “first great step” for every 
esi newly entering the movement, “the organization of the 
nee as an independent political party.” However, ten years later 
oe ould appear that little real progress had been made in buiding a 
mass third party movement of the working people. 


Tue Tactic oF THE UNITED FRONT AND OF 
THE PEOPLE’s FRONT 


At the 7th Congress of the C.I. the general secretary of the re 
national, Georgi Dimitroff, made his historic report in which ne warne 
the working people of the world that international eas. was 
driving towards the establishment of fascist dictatorships in all coun- 
tries for the purpose of placing the “whole burden of the a 
on the backs of the toilers,” in order to saalve the problems - 
markets by enslaving the weak nations, by intensifying sae 
oppression and repartitioning the world anew by means A ae a 
finally that ‘they are striving to forestall the growth of the ae | 
revolution by smashing the revolutionary movement of the wor ees 
and peasants and by undertaking a military attack against the Soviet 
Union—the bulwark of the world proletariat.” (The United Front, 
ae ist dictator- 

Fascism in power, Dimitroff defined as “The open fereres ic ‘ Be 
ship of the most reactionary, most chauvinistic and most imperiatis 
elements of finance capital.” (Ibid., p. 10.) 2 

Fascism was able to come to power,” stated Dimitroff, “primarily 
because the working class, owing to the policy of class collaboration 
with the bourgeoisie pursued by the Social-Democratic leaders, sure 
to be split, politically and organizationally disarmed, in face of iss 
onslaught of the bourgeoisie. And the Communist Parties, on the ot 
hand, apart from and in opposition to the Social-Democrats, were - 
strong enough to rouse the masses and to lead them in a decisive struggle 
against fascism.” (Ibid., p. 19.) 
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In answer to the question, “How can fascism be prevented from 
Coming to power and how can fascism be overthrown after it has been 
victorious,” Dimitroff answered: 


To this the Communist International replies: The first thing that 
must be done, the thing with which to begin, is to form a united 
front, to establish unity of action of the workers in every factory, in 
every district, in every region, in every country, all over the world. 
Unity of action of the proletariat on a national scale is the mighty 
weapon which renders the working class capable not only of suc- 
cessful defense but also of successful counter-attack against fascism, 
against the class enemy.—(Ibid., p. 30.) 


This exhortation of Dimitroff would appear to be fairly simple and 
understandable. In order to prevent fascism from coming to power, 
then, the workers must, first of all, be united in action. Secondly, this 
unity in action must begin at the point of production ‘in every factory” 
and be extended to cover whole regions and countries. 

Dimitroff further defined the character of this united action and its 
effects as follows: 


Yes, Comrades, the road in the way of fascism can be blocked. 
It is quite possible. It depends on ourselyes—on the workers, the 
peasants, and all working people.*—v(Ibid., p. 25.) 


This statement makes it clear that the blocking of fascism depends 
on the workers, peasants (or farmers) and all working people. 


The type of action to be taken Dimitroff outlined as follows: 


Whether the victory of fascism can be prevented depends first and 
foremost on the militant activity of the working class itself, on 
whether its forces are welded into a single militant army combating 
the offensive of capitalism and fascism. By establishing its fighting 
unity, the proletariat would paralyze the influence of fascism over 
the peasantry, the petty bourgeosie of the towns, the youth and the 
intelligentsia, and would be able to neutralize one section of them 
and win over another.— (Ibid., p. 25.) 


These statements are also quite simple and understandable. Accord- 
ing to Dimitroff, victory over fascism is dependent on the militant 
activity of the working class itself. Such a “fighting unity,” he said, 
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would win over one section of the, middle class and the farmers to the 
side of the workers and render neutral another section, thus paralyzing 
the influence of fascism over the only sections of the population among 
which fascism could hope to secure a mass base. 

The success of the United Front of the working class in the struggle 
against fascism and war, Dimitroff pointed out, largely depended on the 
workers who followed the leadership of the Social Democratic politicians 
and trade union leaders, deserting the policy of class collaboration and 


adopting a policy of class struggle. Dimitroff continued: 


A process of differentiation is taking place in all the Social Demo- 
cratic Parties. Within their ranks two principal camps are forming: 
side by side with the existing camp of reactionary elements, who are 
trying in every way to preserve the bloc between the Social Demo- 
crats and the bourgeoisie, and who, rabidly reject a united front with 
the Communists, fhere is beginning to form a camp of revolutionary 
elements who entertain doubts as to the correctness of the policy of 
class collaboration with the bourgeoisie, who are in favor of the 
creation of a united front with the Communists, and who are in- 
creasingly coming to adopt the position of the revolutionary class 
struggle.—(Ibid., p. 30.) 


This meant, that in addition to a united front of the working class, 
based on “militant activity,” being essential in order to defeat fascism, 
that as a result of the division among the followers of the Social Demo- 


cratic parties a united front was now possible and realizable. 


In answer to the question, ‘‘What is and ought to be the basic con- 
tent of the United Front at the present stage?” Dimitroff answered: 


The defense of the immediate economic and political interests of 
the working class, the defense of the working class against fascism, 
must form the sfarting point and main content of the united front in 


all capitalist countries.—(Ibid., pp. 35-36.) 


In order to further the efforts of the working class to “paralyze 
the influence of fascism over the peasantry, the petty bourgeoisie of the 
towns, the youth and the intelligentsia” and to “neutralize one section 
of them and win over another,” Dimitroff proposed further that the 
working class form a united front with these middle class elements in 
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the struggle against fascism. This united front of the working class 
with sections of the farmers and the middle class Dimitroff termed 
the Anti-Fascist Peopie’s Front. He explained the need of such a people’s 
tront as follows: 


In mobilizing the mass of working people for the struggle against 
fascism, the formation of a wide, popular anti-fascist front on the 
basis of the proletarian united front is a particularly important task. 
The success of the whole struggle of the proletariat is closely bound 
up with establishing a fighting alliance between the proletariat on 
the one hand, and the toiling peasantry and basic mass of the urban 
petty bourgeoisie, who together form the majority of the popula- 
tion even in industrially developed countries, on the other.— (Ibid., 


p. 39.) 


However, while stressing the need of the working class winning allies 
for the struggle against fascism Dimitroff warns that the working class 
must play the decisive role. He states: 


The fundamental, the most decisive thing in establishing the 
anti-fascist People’s Front is resolute action of the revolutionary 
proletariat in defense of the demands of these sections of the people, 
particularly the working peasantry—demands in line with the basic 
interests of the proletariat—and in the process of struggle combining 
the demands of the working class with these demands.—( Ibid., p. 
40.) 


Dimitroff is here pointing out that, in order to secure allies from the 
zanks of the farmers and the middle class the working class must ad- 
vance their demands and combine them with their own. In other words, 
the working class must fight for the interests of the farmers and the 
urban middle class as well as for their own demands in order to build the 
People’s Front. 


Dimitroff. then proceeds to deal with the question of how the work- 
ing class should proceed to approach the farmers and the middle class 
through their economic and political organizations in order to achieve 
united action and build the People’s Front. He states: 


piel 
In the Capitalist countries the majority of these parties and or- 
ganizations, political as well as economic, are still under the influence 
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of the bourgeoisie and follow it. The social composition of these 
parties and organizations is heterogenous. They include big kulaks 
(rich peasants) side by side with landless peasants, big business men 
alongside petty shopkeepers; but control is in the hands of the former, 
the agents of big capital. This obliges us to approach the different 
organizations in different ways, taking into consideration that not in- 
frequently the bulk of the membership does not know anything about 
the real political character of its leadership. Under certain conditions, 
we can and must try to draw these parties and organizations or cer- 
tain sections of them to the side of the anti-fascist People’s Front, 
despite their bourgeois leadership. . . (Ibid., p. 40.) 


There should be no room here for misinterpretation of the tactics 
which Dimitroff is outlining for the working class to follow. In order 
to forestall any attempt of the fascist bourgeoisie to secure a mass base 
among the farmers or the middle class of the towns Dimitroff proposed 
that, in spite of the fact control of the farmers’ organizations, farmers’ 
political parties and urban middle class political parties was in the hands 
of big capital, the working class should nevertheless strive to draw 
these organizations and parties, or sections of them, to the side of the 
People’s Front. Obviously if the working class were successful in doing 
so it would mean winning them away from the influence and control 
of big capital and making them allies of the working class. 


Dimitroff then proceeded to deal specifically with the organizations 
and political parties of the farmers and middle class of different coun- 
tries which should be considered: 


Such for instance is today the situation in France with the Radi- 
cal Party (at that time, 1935, in France a United Front on a national 
scale had already been effected between the Communist and Socialist 
parties. The Radical Socialist Party did later unite with them, thus 
forming the French Peoples Front or Popular Front as it was called 
in France. At the election which followed, the Popular Front won a 
victory at the polls and the Socialist and Radical Socialist Parties 
jointly formed the government under the premiership of Leon Blum, 
leader of the French Socialist Party. The Communist Party did not 
join the Government although they stated later they were prepared 
to do so if necessary.—F.M.) in the United States with various 
farmers’ organizations, in Poland with the “Stronnictwo Ludowe”, 
in Yugoslavia with the Croation Peasant Party, in Bulgaria with the 
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Agrarian League, in Greece with the Agrarians, etc. But regardless 
of whether or not there is any chance of attracting these parties and 
organizations as a whole to the Peoples’ Front, our tactics must under 
all circumstances be directed towards drawing the small peasants, 
artisans, handicraftsmen, etc., among their members into the anti- 
fascist peoples’ front.—(Ibid., p. 40.) 


In connection with the above quotation from Dimitroff’s report it 
1s significant to note that in practically every instance in referring to 
the organizations and parties that should be drawn into the People’s 
Front he stipulates farmers’ parties and organizations. In referring 
specifically to the United States he includes only “various farmers’ or- 
ganizations.” This is quite consistent with his reference to the decisive 
thing in building the People’s Front being resolute action on the part of 
the working class in defense of the demands of these people, “‘particu- 
larly the working peasantry.” He further makes the point that regard- 
less of whether or not these organizations are won for the People’s Front, 
that section of their membership which is made up of “peasants, artisans, 
handicraftsmen, etc.,” must be won over. 


A Mass Workers’ AND FARMERS’ PARTY IN THE U.S.A. 


In the section of his report entitled “Key Questions of the United 


Front in Individual Countries,” significantly enough, Dimitroff begins 
by stating: 


Let us take, for example, so important a country in the capitalist 
world as the United States of America, where vast masses are begin- 
ning to abandon the bourgeois parties and are at present at the cross 
roads. . . . In contradistinction to German fascism, which acts 
under anti-constitutional slogans, American fascism tries to portray 
itself as the custodian of the constitution and “American Democ- 
racy.” 


Dimitroff then warns that if American fascism “succeeds in. 
penterating to the wide tnasses who have become disillusioned with 
the old bourgeois parties it may become a serious menace in the very 
near future.—(The United Front, p. 42.) 


After again dealing with the importance of the United States in the 
world scene and the necessity of organizing more than the class consci- 
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ous vanguard, Dimitroff warns that “It is perfectly obvious that the 
interests of the American proletariat demand that all its forces dissociate 
themselves from the capitalist parties without delay.”* He continues, 
“[_ must find in good time ways and suitable forms to piven fascism 
irom winning the wide mass of discontented working people.” (Ibid.) 


Dimitroff then proposes: 


And here it must be said that under American conditions the 
creation of a mass party of working people, a “Workers’ and nie 
Party,” might serve as such a suitable form. Such a party wou : 
be a specific form of the Mass Peoples’ Front in’ America ae 
should be put in opposition to the parties of the trusts and of the 
banks, and likewise to growing fascism. Such a party of course, 
will be, neither Socialist nor Communist. But it must not be an 
anti-Communist Party.—(Ibid.) 


Dimitroff then proceeds to outline the program of the proposed 


party as follows: 


The program of this Party must be directed against the par 
trusts and monopolies, against the principal enemies -of the people, 
who are gambling on the woes of the people. Such a party will a 
respond to its name only if ‘i ap kee the Snare Ree ne 

i class, only if it fights for genuine social legi R 
ee ea anes Say if it fights for land for the black 
and white sharecroppers and for liberation from debt burdens; only 
if it tries to secure the cancellation of the farmers indebtedness; only 
if it fights for equal status for negroes; only if it defends the de- 
mands of the war veterans and the interests of members of the liberal 
professions, small business men and artisans. And so on.—(Ibid., pp. 
42-43.) 


And Dimitroff adds: 


It goes without saying that such a party will fight for the elec- 
tion of its own candidates to local government, to the state legisla- 
ures, to the House of Representatives and the Senate.—(Ibid., p. 43.) 


Dimitroff then proceeds to explain the tactics to be followed in 
building such a mass “third party,” pointing out that the people them- 
selves must be made to realize the need of such a party. He said: 
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Our comrades in the United States acted rightly in taking the 
initiative for the creation of such a party. But they still have to 
take effective measures in order to make the creation of such a party 
the cause of the masses themselves. The question of forming a 
‘Workers’ and Farmers’ Party,” and its program, should be discussed 
at mass meetings of the people. We should develop the most wide. 
spread movement for the creation of such a party, and take the 
lead in it. In no case must the initiative of organizing the party be 
allowed to pass to clements desirous of utilizing the discontent of the 
millions who have become disillusioned in both the bourgeois parties, 
Democratic and Republican, in order to create a “third party” in the 
United States, as an anti-Commmunist party, a party directed against 
the revolutionary movement.*—(Ibid., p. 43.) 


Recognizing the dangers which arise in applying the tactics of the 
United Front and the People’s Front, of the new “tactical orientation” 
vf the world communist movement, Dimitroff warned: 


We want to intensify in every way the struggle against all con- 
crete manifestations of Right opportunism, realizing that the danger 
from this side will increase precisely in the practise of carrying out 
our mass policy and struggle.*—(Ibid., p. 93.) 


Dimitroff went further and warned that the Communist Parties must 
guard against any penetration into their ranks of the ideology of com- 
promise with the bourgeoisie. Said Dimitroff: 


We have combined and shall continue to combine our readiness 
to march jointly with the Social Democratic Parties and organizations 
to the struggle against Fascism with an irreconcilable struggle against 
Social Democracy as the ideology and practice of compromise with 
the bourgeoisie, and consequently also against any penetration of this 
ideology into our own ranks.*—(Ibid., p. 83.) 


Dimitroff returned to the same theme and again warned against 
any dependency on the capitalist class: The whole experience of the 
labor movement, particularly the experience of the fifteen years of 
coalition pclicy in Germany, has shown that the policy of class col- 
laboration, the policy of dependence on the bourgeoisie, leads to the 
defeat of the workoing class and to the victory of fascism. And 
only the road of irreconcilable class struggle against the bourgeoisie, 
the road of the Bolsheviks, is the true road to-victory,—-(Ibid., p. 88.) 
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The warning given here by Dimitroff, one would think, is perfectly 
clear and unequivocal: “The policy of dependence on the bourgeois 
Jeads to the defeat of the working class and the victory of fasciem: 
Furthermore, such a policy he denounces as “class collaboration which 
he previously pointed out was the ideology of the Social Democratic 
parties which paved the way for fascism in a number of countries. 

The stature of Dimitroff as one of the outstanding Marxists of the 
world was recognized by the delegates to the congress: ‘“‘(In a lengthy 
ovation, Stalin and Dimitroff were greeted as the leaders of the world 
communist movement.)” (Ibid., p 141.) 

On the basis of the statements of the most authoritative founders 
and proponents of Marxism, namely, Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin and 
Dimitroff, there has been established in the foregoing material the fol- 
lowing important estimations, warnings and proposals, as to policies and 
tactics, to the labor movement generally and to the American labor 
movement in particular: 

(1) Revisionism,. in practice, is basicly the same as opportunism 
or reformism. Revisionism means to rob Marxism of its revolutionary 
content and particularly to revise the very foundation of Marxism, the 
doctrine of the class struggle. Revisionism means to substitute the 
theory and practice of co-operation with one’s own capitalist class, of 
dependence upon the bourgeoisie, of class collaboration, for “the theory 
and practice of the class struggle.” 

The theory and practice of class collaboration has historically been 
the policy followed by the Social Democratic parties of all countries 
which resulted in disarming, dividing and defeating the working class 
movement and making possible the victory of fascism in several coun- 
tries. “Leninism,” said Stalin, “grew and became strong in the clashes 
with the opportunism of the Second International, a struggle which was 
and remains an essential condition precedent to the success of the 
struggle against capitalism.” —(Foundations of Leninism, p. 9.) 

(2) The bourgeoisie maintain their class rule through the medium 
of the State “which is an organ of oppression of one class by another” 
and in doing so resort to “two systems of rule” which “at times suc- 
ceed each other and at times are interwoven with each other.” These two 
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methods of rule are the “method of force” and the “method of liberal. 
ism” (reforms and concessions to the working class). Of the two meth- 
ods, the method of liberalism is the most dangerous to the working class 
because of the danger of revision of Marxism, of opportunism arising 
during a period in which the method of liberalism was the method of 
rule used by the bourgeoisie. This opportunism in the labor movement 
Lenin attributed to the influence of the ideology of the capitalist class 
brought into the labor movement by “individuals, groups and strata of 
the petty bourgeoisie.” 


(3) Beginning with Engels 59 years ago the world’s leading au- 
thorities of Marxism stressed the need of establishing a third party 
movement in the United States based on the working class, an inde- 
pendent party. Lenin stressed the need of an independent workers’ 
party in the United States and Britain because “in politics the workers 
most of all dragged and still drag after the bourgeoisie.” 


The British and American bourgeoisie, he said, “in the art of de- 


ceiving, corrupting and bribing the workers has no equal anywhere in 
‘he world.. 


(4) Beginning at the 4th Congress of the CL. in November, 1922, 
the Communist International agreed the “third party” movement in 
the U.S.A, should take the form of a “Farmer-Labor Party.” This was 
confirmed at the Sth Congress in July, 1924, where it was reported 
headway had been made in building a “Farmer-Labor Party.” 


In August, 1935, the 7th Congress of the C.I., through its secretary, 
Georgi Dimitroff, proposed that in the United States the People’s 
Front take the form of a Workers’ and Farmers’ Party. The basis of the 
People’s Front, he said, was the united front of the working class, “unity 
of action of the workers in every factory.” The victory of fascism, he 
said, could be prevented by the “militant activity of the working class 
itself.”” 

The People’s Front, he explained, should be composed of workers, 
farmers and urban middle class people. In another section of his report 


he spoke of them as small farmers, artisans, handicraftsmen, etc., these 
being the natural allies of the workers. 
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As for the American working class, Dimitroff warned “that all He 
forces dissociate themselves from the capitalist parties without delay. 
oe Democratic and Republican parties he classified as bourgeois parties 
which the Workers’ and Farmers’ Party should oppose with its own 
candidates. He specifically warned against “the ideology and eae 
of compromise with the bourgeoisie.” And again he said, “The aes 
of dependence on the bourgeoisie leads to the defeat of the WOE “ 
class... -” In order that there should be no errors made regarding a 
class forces which the proletariat should secure as its allies, Pumute , 
in December, 1936, in an article entitled “The People’s Front” wrote: 


When the working class marching as a unit, begins rey to- 
gethed with the peasantry, the lower middle classes and a : “ 
cratic elements, on the basis of the Peoples Front program, then oo 
offensive of the fascist bourgeoisie is confronted with an ee a. 
able obstacle.— (The United Front, p. 199.) In case nee mig ‘ ie 
any misunderstanding as to who he was referring a as emoc pa 
forces,” Dimitroff returns to the question: “The Peoples fae ee 
it possible for the lower middle classes, the peasantry pe the dem : 
cratic intelligentisia,* not only to resist the tutelage an sae 
of the clique of finance capital, but also to rise up against it in a 
fense of their vital interests and rights, relying for support on t 
militant collaboration® of the working class nationally and on an 
international scale-—(Ibid., p. 199.) 


And again: 


The People’s Front helps the working class to avoid the political 
isolation towards which the bourgeoisie purposely impels it; it as 
the most favorable conditions for the working class to ong is a 
historic role, to head the struggle of their people aa the te 
clique of financial magnates, big capitalists and oo s, he = 
the vanguard in the uncompleted democratic revolution Aa ae 
movements for progress and culture. The class Wes ee : uf 
exploited and exploiters thus receives an immeasurably wider ba 


and a mighty scope.*—( Ibid., p. 199.) 
Dimitroff here makes it clear that the tactic of the People’s Front 
was not a substitute for the class struggle but on the contrary provided 
the working class with a ‘‘wider base and a mighty scope” for more suc- 


cessfully conducting the class struggle. 


65 



























































Neither did Dimitroff in any way infer that the tactic of the “Peo. : 


ple’s Front against War and Fascism” constitute a compromise with the 
capitalist system as, in the very next paragraph, he stated: 


The unity of the proletarian ranks and the formation of the Peo. 


ple’s Front .. . in the long run pave the way for the victory of labor 
over capital.” —(Ibid., p. 200). 


In dealing with the infantile leftism of the Left Social Democrats 
who do not or cannot understand the tactic of the People’s Front, 
Dimitroff again specifically outlined the cl 


ass composition of the People’s 
Front. He said: 


They (the left Social Democrats.—F.M.) make the mistake of 
identifying the People’s Front with the policy of class collaboration 
with the bourgeoisie, and demand a pure working class policy, de- 
claring that the joint struggle of the working class and the demo- 
cratic sections of the lower middle classes, the peasantry and intelli- 
gentsia against fascism constitutes a retreat from the position of the 
class struggle —(Ibid., pb. 200.) 


It should be noted that Dimitroff here does not only not include any 


section of the bourgeoisie but does not even include all of the middle 
class but speaks of the lower “middle classes, the peasantry and intelli- 
gentsia.” 

Consider now, how these exhortations, 
Marx, Engels, Lenin and Dimitroff for the f 


mass third party were carried out by the A 
ment. 


warnings and proposals of 
ormation of an independent 
merican Communist move- 


How Browper Appiirp THE TACTIC OF THE 
PEOPLE’s FRONT 


Following the 7th Congress of the C.L., in August, 1935, Browder, 
in November, proposed the formation of a Farmer-Labor Party as the 
American form of the People’s Front. However, addressing the 9th 
Plenum of the Communist Party of Canada during the same month he 
stated: 


We are taking some concrete steps forward in the United States, 
especially in the great Youth Congress movement which is the biggest 
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chievement of our movement in the United States so far in the field 

a United Front Work. . _ 
So, in November the biggest achievement of the ae a 
din to Browder. was not in the achievement of the Unite ron 
Dk ie beginning in “every factory,” nor of achieving trade 
ne ; nit ack of laying the foundation for the Farmer-Labor Party, 
neers eaces Congress movement, which was, to a large extent, com- 

posed of and led by middle class youth. 


In December 1936, “he analyzed the Republican psi ae 
a vote along class lines, as hastening the disintegration oe He 
party system and widening the split in the pan sn a 
Browder concluded that ‘these things improve and broaden the prosp 
for the building of a People’s Front.” 


So! A year and a half after the 7th Congress of the C.J. had ep 
posed the immediate formation of a Workers and Farmers Heeky ‘ : 
should develop the most widespread movement for the creation suc 
a party and take the lead in it.”—Dimitroff.) it was, according to 

> 
Browder, still only a “ prospect.” 


In June 1937, nearly two years after the American Party ie 
posedly taken on the task of building a ‘Workers and Eounees: : ee 
Browder stated that ‘“‘mass trade unions and progressive aa Be : 
be encouraged ‘‘to systematic and organized activity wiehis the Demo 
crtic Party (in some places the Republican Party)... 


ro 
By 1937, less than two years after Dimitroff had cae that io 
interests of the American proletariat demand that all its an ; 
associate themselves from the capitalist parties without de =f os 
that a Workers and Farmers Party be formed, Browder, tells oe 
American working class the exact opposite: that the workers gaa 
tions “be encouraged” to activity within the Democratic an . an : 
lican Parties. Browder even drops the use of the Marxian way pu 
Front”? whose class composition Dimitroft had defined ee, 
replaces it with the vague, nebulous and non-Marxian sae eines 
Camp” which he defined as “the American equivalent of the : P ‘ 
Front.” Its class composition he described as “now materialize 
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the organized labor movement, first of all the great movement of the 
C.1.O. and the progressive movements led by middle class figures 
within the old parties,” 

This definition of a supposed ‘Democratic Camp” in actual fact 
constitutes a revision of the Marxian doctrine of the class struggle, 
In practise such a policy only could and did result in subordinating 
the class interests of the working class to the class interests of the big 
bourgeoisie as it meant tying the working class to the support of the 
political parties of the bourgeoisie. 


In 1938 the formulation “Democratic Camp” was replaced by that 
of “Democratic Front.” By 1939 all use of the terms People’s Front 
and Workers’ and Farmers’ Party had been completely discarded and 
0 had any attempt at, or brospect of, achieving them. The working 
class had been ecouraged to participate in what was classically described 
by Browder himself as: ‘The Progressive and democratic majority is a 
coalition between the Democratic Party and the independent radical 
third of the electorate. President Roosevelt has embodied that coalition 
and by his leadership has consolidated and strengthened it.” 


Well! Well! The American working class together with the Com- 
munist Party had now become part of an electoral coalition whose 
leader was none other than the leader of the American bourgeoisie, 
President Roosevelt himself. The People’s Front of struggle against 
the bourgeoisie had been perverted into an electoral coalition of labor 


with the liberal bourgeoisie and under the leadership of the liberal 
bourgeoisie. 


And this in spite of the admonitions of Dimitroff in June 1937: 


When carrying out the policy of the Peoples’ Front against fas- 
cism and war, when Participating in joint action with other parties 
and organizations of the working people* against the common enemy, 
and fighting for the vital interests and democratic rights of the 
working people, and for peace and liberty, the communists do not 
lose sight of the historic need for the revolutionary overthrow of 
capitalism, which has outlived its day, and for the establishment of 
socialism, which brings emancipation to the working class and the 
whole of mankind.—(The United Front, p. 236.) 
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And further: 


| ue i heir eo le, 
sons of their class, defenders of the interests of t p Pp 
r 


r ron @ onnections and epen ence O Our geoiste i 
f f llc necti with d d n the b ’ 
free 


: ‘ £ 

i i i i he communists will best o 

sistent internationalists, t Ara 

dine ETS the role of uniting link in the ranks of ue ae 

ep itself and also among all the parties, organizations, = mee 

ae working people, democratic petty ee ear ‘ 
Falleceuals in the struggle against fascism and war. F 

1 

238.) _ | 

Dimitroff gives a further warning against subordinating working 

im 


lass interests to the interests of the bourgeoisie: 
Cc 2 


i i i ini i licy, all work- 

is required is that, in determining their pol a 

i yh pee ene should make their starting pe 

of tb interests of their own class, and should not act to the a = 

. ea ‘ rests of the bourgeoisie. By making their starting pol 

aa lass interests, the working class and its scouts 

ee y aleie d the interests of all the exploited, of the entire rae 

peel cae be put to the policy of reconciling the aad a 

‘ploited and the exploiters.* One cannot be, at atl a o ae 
me on the side of the financial magnates and on the si 


working people.— (Ibid., p. 231.) : 
imi e “the policy 
of r i 1 the exploiters,” to be 
ili ts of the exploited and Ses 
f reconciling the interes 
free f connections wi the bourgeoisie, 
th or dependence on 
“free from all connections wi he b 
he American Labor movement was taken 
or’s i t ner k 
under Browder’s influence 
into the bourgeois parties and accepted the leadership of the bourgeo i 
The i ressive 
he policy of encouraging ‘“‘mass trade unions and prog 
‘ = ae a 
Vv i i vity W thin the Democratic 
P m i 1 tate of Washington. 
fully carried out in the S f 
Party” seemed to be most y 8 
T : w ensioners 
here, an organization hich embraced trade unions, old age pens , 
: 
etc es as formed under the name of The Washington Commonwealth 
le ration, as an adjunct to the Democratic Party, wi h the avowed pur- 
Federati s j ttot t1 ty, wit d ra 
“e . y Pp 
w oosevelt's 
pose of securing the election of New Deal supporters of R 
i act tna 
domestic policies to Congress and the State Legislature. - f h 
ate o w Deal Democrats, including some 
late of Ne eal Dem ; d 
the State elected a full s : 
labor men, was considered to be a tremendous achievement. The ob 
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jective appeared to be to utilize the Democratic Party apparatus for 
the labor movement. This was not the first time that such attempts 
were made in the history of the labor movement. Writing on this 
very question in 1893 Engels said: 


The Fabians are on ambitious group here in London who have 
understanding enough to realize the inevitability of the social revo- 
lution but who could not possibly entrust this gigantic task to the 
rough proletariat alone and are therefore kind enough to set them- 
selves at the head. Fear of the revolution is their fundamental prin- 
ciple. They are the educated par excellence. Their socialism is muni- 
cipal socialism; not the nation but the Municipality is to become the 
owner of the means of production at any rate for the time being. 
This socialism of theirs is then represented as an extreme but inevit- 
able consequence of bourgeois liberalism and hence follows their tac- 
tics of not decisively opposing the Liberals* as adversaries, but of 
pushing them on towards socialist conclusions and therefore of in- 
triguing with them, of permeating Liberalism with Socialism, of not 
putting up Socialist candidates against the Liberals, but of fastening 
them onto the Liberals,* forcing them upon them, or deceiving them 
into taking them. That in the course of this process they are cither 
lied to and deceived themselves or else betray Socialism, they do not, 
of course, realize.*—(Marx & Engels’ Selected Correspondence, pp. 
505-06.) 


: . : ved 
The one other State where the tactics of “systematic and organize 


tivity within the Democratic Party (in some places the Skate 
as rty) ”? seemed to have the greatest “success” was New York. 
4 iat 


In New York Communist candidates were not only endorsed by cheis 
own Party but secured the nomination and endorsation of the bourgeois 
parties and the Social Democratic, American Labor Party. For a 
Communist to be nominated or endorsed by the bourgeois parties was 
apparently considered to be a considerable achievement. 


Following the arrest of Earl Browder in 1940, Wm. Z. Foster again 
raised the question of a Farmer-Labor Party: 


If the United States is to play a constructive democratic se 
role internationally, it is necessary to break the hold of finance ay 
upon the American Government. To achieve this the masses of the 
workers, ‘farmers and other toilers must organize themselves ante ‘ 
great peoples peace front, into a broad Farmer-Labor Party ane 
thus bring into active play their potentially overwhelming power. 
(The Communist, April, 1940, p. 319.) 


In the same article Foster writes: 


The Roosevelt administration is putting into effect this war panes 
of Big Business. In doing so it is receiving in all major essentials, 























the support of the Republican leaders, as well as that of the dominant 
Apparently it never occurred to those who advocated the policy of forces of Wall Street.— (Ibid., p. 310.) 

“systematic and organized activity within the Democratic Party” Aw vegatdeche alopan National Uatey? Reker sated: 

that in the process of doing so they would either “be lied to and deceived 


i t of Roosevelt’s (big capital’s) war policy 
themselves or else betray socialism.” Apparently they never realized The fourth basic aspect o (big 


is this country’s warlike attitude toward the Soviet Union. This is 











Saas Peo ae iberiliem with, Soculint” inside: the the heart of capitalist class unity in the U.S. which they call National 
Democratic Party what would and did actually happen was the per- Unity.— (Ibid., p. 312.) 


neation of Socialis: i is liberali : ; i 
mea f Socialism (Communism) with bourgeois liberalisna, Foster concluded his estimate of the National Unity slogan of 


Following the 1944 Presidential election the Washington Common- Roosevelt as follows: 


wealth Federation was dissolved. Apparently it was felt that the process 
of “socializing” the Democratic Party had been so successful that 
there was no longer any need of maintaining a separate labor wing of 
the Democratic Party, so what separate identity the labor elements 





























Altogether, the ‘National Unity” scheme is a very dangerous trap 
for the workers and other forces.—(Ibid., p. 316.) 


In 1940, then, the Roosevelt Government was recognized, at leagt 
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had retained was abolished and they were completely submerged in the by Foster, to be putting into effect the “policy of ee gaa ns 

a ) at < = ”» su 

neutgeots aeology of the Democratic Party. receiving the “support of the Republican leaders,” and the pp 
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§ : h sed intelligence of 
of the dominant forces of Wall Street.” Roosevelt’s slogan of “National ' The reactionary camp was defeated by the arou 


i mi he most advanced 
ty ty brought about among t 
7 ee foeak 7 he masses, by the uni : 
tae ae ipa hae : ctors of all classes in support of Roosevelt and by the superb leader 
se 


ship of the president himself at the head of the camp of National 
$s 
Unity.— (Ibid. p. 259.) 


and the need of “workers, farmers and other toilers*” organizing into 
“a broad farmer-labor party” was recognized. 


Four years later however, Browder, in estimating the results of the Clearly, while it was correct to avoid disunity, which would disrupt 
American Presidential election and the re-election of the Roosevelt the war effort after the war had become a just war, ii 2 
administration informs us that the re-election of Roosevelt: attribute progressive qualities to monapoly capeal whieh it di ne 

Consolidates the pre-conditions, established at Teheran, for the . possess and to uncritically ZOO the see of the liberal bourgeoisie 
world to begin to face and work out peaceful paths toward the behind the bourgeois slogan “national unity. 


liberation of the colonial world from its bondage, and the inclusion 


of those areas within the domain of democracy and increasing well THe Tactic or COALITION WITH THE LIBERAL 





- BOURGEOISIE 
It clears the way fo a new era of full employment, to be extended , eee 
| i i ists, following the publica 
systematically to more and more of the world, through the united However, the American Commun ‘ tise 
leadership of Britain, the Soviet Union, and America, in an organized the Duclos article, made sincere efforts to eradi Me ree 
eee their ideology and practise. They adopted a resolution, a ae 
; 3 issi ts, whic 
ike Neo pias SEO sone Vek domestic problems, months of discussion and the submission of 5,000 amendments 


and find the road to inner peace and democracy. H 


C turned the corner on the hist h » outlined the policies and tactics for the American Communist move- 
oric pat to that bright 


§ aa was to th Soviet Union h d fi H er to low. I { wever I oster hi iself st ated follow in the con- 
f } : j » the definite turning fo ie) 5 ? & 
| . rd 5 for the e é h A an Communist Par y was econstituted, 
& fascis » SO Was the N OV 7 th elect ON. ventior at wh ch tne nerica t 


United States.* (National Affairs Monthly, Dec. 1944, pp. 261-62.) that: 





: ; » to conclude 
Just consider! What had, in 1940, been an administration repre- The bale ies Se ee won 
senting Wall Street and reactionary Big Business, four years later, when eee a a erecd aicsceenclly with our daily tasks.— (The 
re-elected, according to Browder, ‘‘consolidates the pre-conditions” to Wacker: Aug. 5, 1945.) 
“work out peaceful paths toward the liberation of the colonial world : Lae. dopted by the convention of the Communist 
trom bondage,” it “clears the way to a new era of full employment Re: desolunion:@ oe dis che Pollaside: 
and expanding well being” and finally, the importance of the re-election i a o 


of Roosevelt is placed on a par with “the definite turning of the tide 
against fascism,” at Stalingrad. 

















The dominant sections of American finance Capital supported oe 
war against Nazi Germany not because of hatred of ae 0 
desire to liberate suffering Europe from the heel of Nazi se a 
but because it recognized in Hitler Germany a dangerous im perialis 
rival* determined to rule the world. 








But not only had the Roosevelt Government been transformed into 
its opposite by Browder but Roosevelt’s slogan of ‘National Unity” 
also underwent a metamorphosis. Whereas, formerly the heart of 


Ona! : F — >, ; ‘ the resolution states: 
National Unity” was Roosevelt’s and the capitalist classes’ “warlike Further on ia aasonk cuanious 
eee . + os om ; : : . en decisive - 
attitude toward the Soviet Union” and “a very dangerous trap for the It is necessary, as never before, to cee d of een unity for 
; : F in 
workers.” Browder, in December 1944, interprets it as follows: cratic umby of the: nation, /€o create chat 
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the postwar period which will be able to facilitate the destruction of 
fascism and to prevent fascism from coming to power in the United 
States. Therefore it is essential to weld together and consolidate the 
broadest coalition of all anti-fascist and democratic forces as well as 
all other supporters of Roosevelt’s anti-axis policies. 


In the first draft of the resolution it read: “including all supporters 
of Roosevelt’s Anti-Axis policies.” Apparently there must have been 
some objection to the formulation because in the final draft, the word 
“including” was changed to “as well as.” 


The previous section of the resolution pointed out that the war 
policies of Roosevelt, which were anti-Axis policies, were supported 
by the dominant sections of finance capital for their own imperialist 
aims. Therefore, to state that all “supporters of Roosevelt’s anti-Axis 
policies” be included in the camp of national unity, in the democratic 
coalition, 1s to continue to link the labor movement to the big 
bourgeoisie. 


VULGARIZATION OF THE TERM SECTARIANISM 


A. B. Magil, writing in Political Affairs, warns against sectarianism 
as follows: 


One of the principal forms it takes is that of obscuring the dif- 
ferences within the bourgeoisie. In practice this means rejecting the 
Leninist policy of taking advantage of ‘‘every antagonism of interest 
among the bourgeoisie of the various countries,” of utilizing “even 
the smallest opportunity of gaining a mass ally, even though this 
ally be temporary, vacillating, unstable, unreliable and conditional.” 
I feel that in this respect the resolution is still not satisfactory for it 
practically obliterates all conflicts of interest and policy among the 
monopolists. It is true that section 3 says that “labor should co- 
operate with those capitalist groupings and elements who, for one or 
another reason, desire or endeavor to promote democratic objectives.” 
This, however, stands in contradiction to section 2, where, the present 
role of the bourgeoisie is described as if it were a homogeneous unit.” 
— (Political Affairs, Aug., 1945, p. 724.) 


The above method of presentation of the question of taking ad- 
vantage of antagonisms between various groups of the bourgeoisic 
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constitutes a d&tortion of Marxism. Since similar viewpaints Haye 
been advanced by other writers who professed to be Marxists it is 
necessary to deal with the implications and concepts contained in 
Magil’s statement. First, he states that “‘one of the principal forms = 
(sectarianism ) takes is that of obscuring the differences within the 
bourgeoisie.” 

Since when has this become one of the principal forms of saaaaied 
ism? Dimitroff defined sectarianism at the 7th Congress as et waien 
“More than anything else impedes our struggle for the realization of 
the united front”; and Dimitroff explained: ‘‘satisfied with—its divorce 
from the real life of the masses”; which “considers it superfluous to 
learn from the masses,” “‘from the lessons of the labor movement.” 
“Sectarianism,” he stated, “finds expression particularly in overestim- 
ating the speed at which they are abandoning the positions of re- 
formism.” And further: “The necessity of stubborn struggle in the 
very midst of the masses themselves has been ignored, the struggle 
for the demands of the workers and work in the reformist trade 
unions and fascist mass organizations have been negelected.”—(The 
United Front, p. 85.) 


Lenin stated it succinctly: 


“We must sof regard that which is obsolete for us as obsolete for 
the class, as obsolete for the masses . . . you, must soberly observe 
the aetual state of class consciousness and preparedness of the whole 
class( not only of the Communist vanguard), of all the toiling masses 
(not only of its advanced elements) .”— (Left Wing Communism, p. 
41). 

According to Lenin and Dimitroff, then, sectarianism sat Akg 
itself mainly and “particularly? as a vice which neglects practical 
work among the workers and of estimating the degree of class-con- 
sciousness of the masses; of the Party running ahead of the masses; 
refusing to learn from the labor movement and isolating itself from 
the working people. 


The line of Magil’s whole argumentation is, that one of the 
principal forms of sectarianism is that of obscuring the differences 
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within the bourgeoisie, that it is necessary to take advantage of these 
differences and quoting, as he does, Lenin’s reference to the need of 
gaining an ally “even though this ally be temporary, vacillating, un. 
stable, unreliable and conditional” the inference is, that taking ad. 
vantage of “the difference within the bourgeoisie” means to secure one 
section of the bourgeoife as an ally for the working class. 


What did Lenin mean when he spoke of taking advantage of “the 
difference within the bourgeoisie?” Magil did not give the full quota- 
tion, which reads as follows: 


“It is possible to conquer this most powerful enemy only by 
exerting our efforts to the utmost and by necessarily thoroughly, 
carefully, attentively and skillfully taking advantage of every ‘fis- 
sure” however small, in the ranks of our enemies, of every antagon- 
ism of interests among the bourgeoisie of the various countries; by 
taking advantage of every possibility, however small, of gaining an 
ally among the masses, even though this ally be temporary, vacil- 


lating, unstable, unreliable and conditional.” — (Left Wing Com- 
munism, p. $2.) 


In the paragraph from which the above sentence is taken Lenin 
was referring to the Soviet Union. In addition it should be noted 
he speaks of “in the ranks of our enemies” which Magil omitted to 
mention. In the first place the bourgeoisie are not part of the “masses” 
and consequently he would not be referring to the bourgeoisie or a 
section of them when he speaks of the need of securing an ally among 
the masses and not as Magil said “a mass ally.” In the second place 
it is patently ridiculous to assume that Lenin would be advising the 
working class to secure a mass ally “in the ranks of our enemies.” 


How did Lenin propose the working class should take advantage 
of the “differences within the bourgeoisie,” in “the ranks of our 
enemies?” Lenin wrote: 


To accelerate the inevitable friction, quarrels, conflicts and com- 
plete disunity between the Hendersons, the Lloyd Georges and 
Churchills (Mensheviks, Socialist Revolutionaries, Constitutional 
Democrats, Monarchists, Schiedemanns, the bourgeoisie, the Kappists, 
etc.), and to select the moment when the disunity among these 
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i gaan its highest, in order to 
Ko) f the sacred right of property” is at its hig , 
Pal then all* by a determined attack of the proletariat and cap- 
a . 
ture political power.—( Ibid., p. 75.) 


It may be argued or the proposition supported (as it wes by Tim 
Buck and Alexander Trachtenberg at the Aug. 1945 National an 
mittee meeting of the L.P.P.) that it is a Leninist of Matxien fie 7 
the working class to form an alliance or citer warn ae i = 
bourgeoisie or as the American Party resolution states it, “‘all other 


aoe eos 
supporters of Roosevelt’s anti-axis policies. 


However, what did Lenin say on the subject? Did he exer pro- 
pose such an alliance or coalition or compromise as a policy to : 
followed by the working class in the period prior to the advent o 


socialism? 
In 1908 he wrote: 


The experiences of alliances, agreements and blocs with the sane 
reformists liberals in the west and with the liberal reformists ( Me 
stitutional Democrats) in the Russian revolution (the bourgeois 
democratic revolution for the overthrow of semi-feudal Lae ae 
in 1905—F.M.) convincingly showed that these Rabat ae 
blunt the consciousness of the masses, that they weaken fas t ¥ 
enhance the actual significance of their struggle by lin ing ue 
fighters with the elements who are most vacillating and aries 
French Millerandism—the biggest experiment in applying sheath) 
political tactics on a wide, a really national scale—has ans ec 
a practical judgment of revisionism which ae cs ae coil 
by the proletariat all over the world. (Lenin is here re ae ‘ 
the action of the French Socialist, Millerand, who accepted a ca = 
Position in the French Government and was condemned ue : 
action by the revolutionary Marxists of the whole world.)”—(Vol. 
XI, Selected Works, p. 709.) 


Lenin again dealt with the question of the liberal bourgeoisie and 
the tactics of the Bolsheviks in the 1905 revolution in an article, “His- 
tory of the Labor Press in Russia,’ written in April 1914, as follows: 

The essence of the Menshevik tactics of that period was recently 


expressed by L. Martov himself in the following words: “Menshe- 
vism saw no other chance of the proletariat fruitfully participating 
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in the present crisis except by assisting the bourgeois liberal demo- 
crats in their attempts to remove the reactionary section of the 
possessing classes from state power—which assistance, however, the 
proletariat was to give while preserving complete political inde- 
pendence.” 


And Lenin comments: 


And these tactics of “assisting” the liberals meant in practise that 
the workers would be dependent on the liberals; they amounted 
in practise to a liberal-labor policy. The tactics of the Bolsheviks, 
on the contrary, insured the independence of the proletariat during 
the bourgeois crisis by waging a struggle to bring the crisis to 
a head, by exposing the treachery of liberalism and by educating and 
consolidating the petty-bouregoisie (particularly the rural petty 
bourgeioisie) to counterbalance this treachery.—(Ibid., p. 66.) 


Lenin not only condemned alliances between the proletariat and the 


political parties. To achieve this aim their favorite manocuvre has been 
to “lift excerpts from their context” particularly from the pages of 
“Left Wing Communism, an Infantile Disorder.” Lenin wrote Left 
Wing Communism in April 1920, to warn the newly formed, youth- 
ful Communist Parties against the danger of their healthy, proletarian 
disgust of the opportunism and betrayal of the old Social Democratic 
Parties causing them to overlook the fact that the great mass of the 
workers and peasants were still politically backward. In order that the 
Communists might more quickly assist the masses in overcoming their 
political backwardness Lenin advised the members of the youthful 
Communist Parties that 
Participation in parliamentary elections and in the struggle in 
parliament is obligatory for the Party of the revolutionary prole- 


tariat, precisely for the purpose of educating the backward strata 
of its owz class, precisely for the purpose of awakening and enlight- 














liberal bourgeoisie as a tactical question but castigated those who ad- 


vocated such policies as revisionists attempting to revise the very 


ening the undeveloped. downtrodden, ignorant peasant masses. As 
long as you are unable to disperse the bourgeois parliament and every 


° - : yp y yo must e —_— 
other t e of reactionar institution u i work insid them 
toundations of Marxism Lenin wrote 


In the domain of politics, revisionism tried to revise the very 
foundation of Marxism, namely, the doctrine of the class struggle. 
Political freedom, democracy and universal suffrage remove the 
ground for the class struggle—we were told—and render untrue 
the old proposition of the Communist Manifesto that the workers 
have no country. For, they said, since “the will of the majority” 
prevails under democracy, one must neither regard the state as an 
organ of class rule, nor reject alliances with the progressive, social 
reformist bourgeoisie against the reactionaries. 


It cannot be disputed that these objections of the revisionists 
constitute a fairly harmonius system of views, namely, the old and 
well known liberal bourgeois views.” —(Ibid., p. 708.) 


For the past ten years the petty-bourgeois opportunists who have 
-istorted, revised and perverted the teaching of Marx, Engels and Lenin 
1 the United States and Canada, have used the tactic of interpreting 
‘nd explaining sectarianism as an unwillingness or a failure to co-operate 
vith, form alliances and united fronts with, and subordinate the 
working class to, the petty-bourgeoisie and the big bourgeoisie and their 
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(Left Wing Communism, pp. 41-42.) 
And further: 


It is just because the backward masses of the workers and, to a 
still greater degree, of the small peasants in Western Europe are 
much more strongly imbued with bourgeois-democratic and ‘par 
liamentary prejudices than they are in Russia that it is only within 
such institutions as bourgeois parliaments that Communists can (and 
must) wage a long and stubborn struggle—undaunted by difficulties 
—to expose, dispel and overcome these prejudices—(Ibid., p. 47.) 


But at the same time Lenin warned them: 


It is difficult to form in a bourgeois parliament a Communist 
fraction worthy of the working class; it is difficult to ensure that 
the Communist parliamentarians do not play at the bourgeois par: 
liamentary game of skittles, but take up the very urgent work oh 
propaganda, agitation, and organization of the masses.—(Ibid., p 
93.) 

By no stretch of the imagaination can it be suggested that Lenin. 
by stressing the need of Communists participating in parliament, wa* 
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inferring that parliamentary activity was all-important. On the con- 
trary hé stated: 


The action of the masses—a big strike, for instance—is more 
important than parliamentary activity at all times and not only 
during a revolution or in a revolutionary situation.—(Left Wing 
Communism, pb. 43.) 


THE MisusE oF COMPROMISES 


For several years now, the revisionists in the ranks of the American 
and Canadian Communist movements have been elevating the tactic 
of “compromise” to a pinnacle and depicting it as the very essence 
of political sagacity. All kinds of compromises were hailed as tre- 
mendous victories for the labor movement: Teheran was hailed as a 
“class alliance” and ‘a compromise.” Alliances and coalitions between 
the labor movement and the bourgeoisie were justified as one of the 
highest forms of revolutionary tactics, the “compromise.” Subordina- 
tion of the working class to the big bourgeoisie was hailed as a victory 
for labor and justified as a “compromise.” In fact social progress 
was even interpreted as an achievement made possible through com- 
promises. 


The tragic part of it was, that the revisionists were able to find 
phrases and sentences of Lenin’s in Left Wing Communism which they 
used to distort Lenin’s teachings regarding the attitude which Com- 
munists should adopt towards compromises, Lenin certainly did not 
tegard compromises necessarily as a virtue. Certain forms of com- 
promise Lenin denounced as absolutely inadmissable betrayals of the 
working class. Lenin stressed that, on questions of principle, there 
can be no compromise but, on the contrary, “uncompromising strug- 
gle” for these principles. 


“The term compromise,” Lenin wrote, “in politics implies the 
surrender of certain of one’s demands, the renunciation of part of one’s 
demands by agreemtn with another party.”—(Lenin’s Selected Works, 
Vol. HII, p. 208.) 








And further: 


Engels held that “compromises are often unavoidably forced 
upon a fighting party by circumstances,” and it is absurd once and 
for all to refuse, ‘to stop at intermediate stations.” 

The task of a truly revolutionary party is not to renounce com- 
promises once and for all, but to be able throughout all compromises 
(Lenin’s italics), when they are unavoidable, to remain true to its 
principles, to its revolutionary purpose, to its task of preparing the 
way for the revolution and of educating the masses for victory in 
the revolution.*—(Ibid., p. 208.) 

Lenin, in Leff Wing Communism, deals with the following forms of 
compromises: 

(1) Compromises which the working class are obliged to ente! 
into to avoid a complete defeat. 

(2) Compromises with groups, sections, organizations and parties 
of the petty bourgeoisic, particularly the peasantry, and of working 
class parties under reformist Icadership in order to win them over. 
secure allies and defeat the bourgeoisie. 

(3) Compromises with the bourgeoisie of a certain state, whos 
interests temporarily coincide with the interests of the proletariar 
state, against the bourgeoisie of a third state. 

(4) Compromises with one’s own bourgeoisie in an advanced cap'- 
talist country which constitute a treacherous betrayal of the workin: 
class. 

Regarding the first kind of compromises, Lenin wrote: “Ever 
proletarian has gone through strikes and has experienced ‘compromises 
with the hated oppressors and exploiters when the workers had t: 
go back to work without having achieved anything, or after consentin” 
to a partial satisfaction of their demands.”—(Left Wing Communism. 
pp. 49-50.) 

Lenin also gave a specific example of such a compromise being ai 
fected by the new Soviet Republic when its Red Army was not yc 
consolidated, its people exhausted and a retreat was necessary in ordc’ 
to secure a breathing spell. That was the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. 
under whose terms the Baltic States and the Ukraine were ceded to th 


Germans, because the Soviet troops were in no condition to stop th: 
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German advance. Regarding this compromise Lenin wrote: “‘It wa, ac h ee ; v 
deed a compromise with the Imperialists, but it w4S 2 Compyoy: As to the term bloc Lenin explains: 


which, under the given circumstances, was obligatory:— (Ibid., p, 21) Some maintain that a bloc means putting up a joint list of 


candidates; others deny this and say that it means a common plat- 
form. All these disputes are silly and scholastic. The essence of the 
matter is not altered a whit whether you call the narrower or the 
wider agreements blocs—(Selected Works, Vol. III, p. 404.) 


Of the second type of compromises Lenin gave a number of exam- 
ples. Speaking of the tactics of the Bolsheviks, Lenin stated: 


: Since 1905 they systematically defended the 4lliance between 
the working class and the peasantry against the Liberal bourgeoisie 
and tsarism, never, however, refusing to support the OUR episie 


In other words a bloc can mean either a joint list of candidates or 


a common platform between two parties. “The wider agreement” a 





against tsarism i i i 

second ballots), oa prciyio sok Ra ieaHina TN fae “common platform” would, of course, also include a ‘joint list of candi- 

ae cMeele against the bourgeois revolutionafy Peasant Barty, cae 

ee flidly. aera ios sere — as petty ele demo- It should be noted that all of the instances of compromises with 

in 1907, the Bolsheviks Se pera pasta eat an - Padee other political parties by the Bolsheviks, which Lenin gives above, were 

political bloc with the Spoiilic2 Revolt canada, ween 1903 with peasant parties or workers’ parties. The example given of a formal 

1912 there were periods of several years when we were formali political bloc with the Socialist-Revolutionary Party, the largest peasant 
i party, occurred before the revolution against Tsarism, when the dispo- 


united with the Mensheviks in a single Party, the Social Democratic 


arty, but we never ceased our ideological and political Struggle sition of forces was an “alliance of the working class with the peas- 


za ‘Dilting he ae ee eas smong antry.”—(Stalin, on Strategy and Tactics, in Foundations of Leninism, 
with the Kautskyists with the Left We etect. (Mottov), ia ay p. 89.) The other formal political bloc which the Bolsheviks entered 
2 section of the Socialist-Revolutionaries (Chernoy and Niemen into at the time of the Socialist Revolution in Nov. 1917 was with 
we had meetings with them at Zimmerwald and Kienthal and ee the party of the poor peasantry, namely, the Left Socialist-Revolu- 
Core we never aoe and never relaxed Our ideo- tionaries” with whom the working class had an alliance which Stalin 
Chernov. (iene Gea oe ee at ree and referred to as an “alliance of the proletariat with the poorest section of 
Communist” Narodnik—very dew ee pa ne apres. | ae peasantry”—(Ibid., p. 90.) All the other as da of compromises 
ates nie ai outbreak of the October Revolution WE en- | pi other parties were with Socialist Parties with a working class ment- 
political bloc ce. but shed important, and pighly successful ers hip Lenin gave another example of a compromise that was correct 
Seadali dt Rovciats pelty= ourgeois peasantry and adopted the in his advice to the German Communists in 1920, as follows: 
alis olutionary agrarian program in its entirety, withou, , 
7 | The German Social-Democratic Party is obviously not homo- 





























single alteration—that is, w i 
erat , we entered into what was Undoubetd},, 
compromise in order to prove to the peasants that we did not a geneous. Alongside the old opportunist leaders (Kautsky, Hilferding, 
to “steam-roller” them but come to an agreement with them. At a8 and to a considerable extent, Crispien, Ledebour and others)——who 
. have proven their inability to understand the significance of the 





same time, we proposed (and soon effected), a f J, politi 
; F betes , a formal, political b 
including Participation in the eee to the “Left Pea Soviet power and the dictatorship of the proletariat, their inability 
as The latter broke up this block after the conclus;,, to lead the latter in its revolutionary struggle—there has arisen in 
of the Brest-Litovsk Peace, and then in July 1 i this Party a Left proletarian wing which is growing with remarkable 
: , 918, rose in a y pro my 8g S:BrOWINE ss 
pias and later waged an armed struggle bie us— (Left we rapidity. Hundreds of thousands of proletarian members of this 
ommunism, pp. 53-54.) ng party (and it has, I think, about three quarters of a million members ) 
are leaving Scheidemann and are rapidly going over to Communism. 
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This proletari : 
man wing has already Proposed—at the Leipsig (1919) led were known as the “Legal Marxists” and professed to advocate 


Congress of the | 
: ndependents—immediat 
e = 
ei - si Third International. and unconditional affili- Marxism. Leni d 
"the party is positively ridicul Writing in 1906 Lenin stated: 
luty ‘ y Tidiculous. On th ae é 
duty of Communists to see and to € contrary, it is the the Social Democrats who allow such blocs—no blocs with the Cadets! 
Constitutional Democrats; the party of the liberal bourgeoisie.) ”— 


promise with 
facilicsce and ee nites 
€ necessary complete fusion with this wing (Vol. II, Selected Works, p. et co ‘scent 
The resolution of the Bolsheviks adopted at the Third Congress 0 


aha i an would not in any way ha 
ir ideological-political strugel i 
ggile against the Russian Social Democratic Party, which dealpeyath: De dee ue 
enc in 


wing of the “Independents.” Probably it wi 


“We are waging ruthless war on 





of the party participating in a provisional revolutionary governm 
the event of the revolution against Tsarism being successful, took a 
similar attitude toward the bourgeoisie and bourgeois parties. It read: 


“A necessary condition for such participation is that the Party 
shall maintain strict control over its representatives and that - the 
independence of Social Democracy which is irreconcilably hostile to alt 
the bourgeois parties, shall be strictly maintained.— (Ibid., p. 47.) 


The philisti 
: : : 
rs He tle tines and opportunists will undoubtedly howl that eve 
s . . i 
eG nae into a compromise, a bloc with the liberal bour 
: what were the circumstances, the period, and what 
: con- 


clusions did th : 
é Bolsheviks f, 
orm from that experi 
perience? Here js 


Lenin’s expl : 
a n: : . : : 
Planation: In Two Tactics of Social Democracy Lenin again stressed the need 


of maintaining complete independence from the bourgeoisie, even in 


... Before th 
e downfall : : : : : 
of Tsarism, the Russian revolutionary the course of the bourgeois democratic revolution, as follows: 


& 
Social Democrats repeatedly used the services of the bour cols liberals, 


Le., concluded nu p 
merou 2 : + 
S practical compromises with them. In 1901 A Social Democrat must never, even for an instant, forget that 


(comprising Plekhanov, Axelrod, Zasulich Mar tov T etresov 
? > S ’ 


myself) congluded—it i 
——it is true, iti 
liance with Struve, the political eee ee 


was able at h a y 
the same time ¢t carr On an uN asin and mer il SS 
. ce) Lu e g cite 


the proletarian class struggle for Socialism against the most demo- 
cratic and republican bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie is inevitable. 
This is beyond doubt. From this logically follows the absolute 
necessity of a separate, independent and strictly class party of Social 
Democracy. From this logically follows the provisional character 
of our tactics to “strike together” with the bourgeoisie and the duty 
































ideological and p Lit; 
‘ otitical strugele ; 
against the slightest mani 88te against bourgeois liberalism and 
anifestat eG. ; an , Py ” : ; 7 : 
‘dats mouewicné: Tic Ste olen its influence in the working . ae watch “our ally” as if be were an enemy, etc.. — (Ibid., 


(Ibid, p. 53.) ys adhered to this policy.*— 


Finally in 1908 Lenin wrote: 


The experiences of alliances, agreements and blocs with the social 
reformist liberals in the West and with the Liberal reformists (Con- 
stitutional Democrats) (Cadets—F.M.) in the Russian revolution 
convincingly showed that these agreements only blunt the conscious- 
ness of the masses, that they weaken rather than enhance the actual 
significance of their struggle by linking the fighters with the ele- 
ments who are least capable of fighting and who are most vacillacing 
and treacherous.—(Vol. XI, Selected Works, p. 709.) 


Promise or bloc which Lenin 
fore the fall of Tsarism. Secondly, the 


eae hai aa th tise of Bolshevism in 1901-1902. Third] 
or tong.” Fourthly, during the course of the atte 


ment the Social Democratic Labor Party onducted a mer iless ideo- 

} ic ge : . : 6 lj lj 

08! al and polit ical stt uggle against the influence of bour feos ibera tS 
g Crass e. . r. > g& P 

nm the workin 1 movement Futhe more the rou which Struve 
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So, although Lenin stated that a bloc had been formed for a short 
ime, during the 1905 Russian Revolution, with the liberal bourgeoisie, 
chat experience, together with the experience of other parties in Europe 
‘convincingly showed” that such blocs were not to the advantage of 
be working class even during the course of carrying through the 

ourgeois democratic revolution, at least in Imperialist countries, be- 


cause “they weaken rather than enhance the actual significance of their 
truggle.” 


As regards the third type of compromises between a proletarian 
tate and a bourgeois state against the bourgeoisie of a third state, 
i.enin, in his famous Letter to American Workers, written in August 
:918, denounced those who slandered the new Soviet Republic, ex- 
plained and justified Soviet tactics: 


The beasts of prey of Anglo-French and American Imperialism 
“accuse” us of coming to an “agreement” with German Imperialism. 

O hypocrites! O scoundrels, who slander the workers’ govern- 
ment and shiver from fear of that sympathy which is being shown 
us by the workers of their own countries! But their hypocrisy will 
be exposed. They pretend not to understand the difference between 
an agreement made by “Socialists” with the bourgeoisie (native or 
foreign) against the workers, against the toilers, and an agreement 
for the safety of the workers who have defeated their bourgeoisie, 
with a bourgeoisie of one national color against the bourgeoisie of 
another color for the sake of the utilization by the proletariat of the 
contradictions between the different groups of the bourgeoisie. 


In reality every European knows this very well, and the American 
people particularly, as I shall presently show, have “experienced” it 
in their own history. There are agreements and agreements, there 
are fagots et fagots as the French say. 


When the German Imperialist robbers in February, 1918, threw 
their armies against defenseless, demobilized Russia, which staked its 
hopes upon the international solidarity of the proletariat before the 
international revolution had completely ripened, I did not hesitate 
for a moment to come to a certain “agreement” with the French 
Monarchists. The French Captain Sadoul, who sympathized in words 
with the Bolsheviks while in deeds a faithful servant of French 
Imperialism, brought the French officer de Lubersac to me. “I am 
a French Monarchist. My only purpose is the defeat of Germany,” de 
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Lubersac declared to me. “That goes without saying Sins van sans 
dire)’ 1 replied. But this by no means prevented me from ome 
to an “agreement” with de Lubersac concerning certain abs . 
French officers, experts in explosives, were ready to sae _ ot 
ing up railroad tracks in order to prevent the advance 0 en 
troops against us. This was an example of an “agreement” o pian 
every class conscious worker will approve, an agreement in fn 
terests of socialism. We shook hands with the French Monare ist 
although we knew that each of us would readily hang his pares 

But for a time our interests coincided. To throw back the rapacious 
advancing Germans we made use of the equally rapacious and 
interests of the other imperialists, thereby serving the interests 0 

the Russian and the international Socialist revolution. In this way 
we served the interests of the working class of Russia and other 
countries, we strengthened the proletariat and weakened the bour- 
geoisie of the whole world, we used the justified practise of maneou- 
vering, necessary in every war, ot shifting and waiting for the ae 
ent when the rapidly growing proletarian revolution in a number o 
advanced countries has ripened.—(A Letter to American Workers, 


pp. 13-14.) 
And Lenin added: 


1 would not hesitate a single second to come to the same hind of 
an “agreement” with the German Imperialist robbers, should an 
attack on Russia by Anglo-French troops demand it.— (Ibid.) 


i i nts.” An 
As Lenin placed it “there are agreements and agreeme 


i urgeoisie of one coun- 
agreement between a proletarian state and the bourg 


try against the bourgeoisie of another country is one thing and an eae 
ment between the so-called “Socialists” of an imperialist country wit 

their own bourgeoisie is something entirely different. Regarding this, the 
fourth type of compromise, Lenin took a very different attitude. He 


wrote: 


A statesman, desirous of being useful to the revolutionary pe 
tariat must know how to single out concrete cases of precisely he 
compomises as are inadmissible, as express opportunism and Hees 
and to direct all the forces of his criticism, the spearhead of mericles 
exposure and of irreconcilable war, against those pe ae 
promises, and prevent the experienced practical Socialists an 
parliamentary Jesuits from dodging and wriggling out of responsi- 


87 















































bility by resorting to arguments about “compromises in general.” It 
is precisely in this way that Messieurs the ‘leaders” of the British 
trade unions, as well as of the Fabian Society and the “Independent” 
Labor Party, dodge responsibility for the treachery they perpetrated, 
for committing sach a compromise which really expresses the worst 
kind of opportunism, treachery and betrayal—_(Left Wing Com- 
munism, p. 22.) 


Regarding the attitude of his own Party towards its ‘own bour- 
geoisie”’: 


The memebrs of this party in the Duma took the road of exile 
to Siberia rather than the road leading to ministerial portfolios in 
a bourgeois government. The revolution, which overthrew Tsarism 
and established the democratic republic, put the party to a new 
and tremendous test; the party did not enter into any agreement 
with “its own” imperialists,* but prepared their overthrow and did 
overthrow them.—(Idid., p. 23.) 


It is not an accident that the philistine perverters of Marxism, 
who advocated agreements, blocs and compromises “in general” failed 
to quote that section of Left Wing Communism in which Lenin point- 
edly outlined why and whom the Communists should resort to maoeu- 
vers and compromises with. Here is the quotation: 


Captalism would not be capitalism, if the “pure” proletariat were 
not surrounded by a large number of extremely varied transitional 
types, from the proletarian to the semi-proletarian (who earns half 
his livelihood by the sale of his labor power), from the semi-prole- 
tarian to the small peasant (and petty craftsmen, handicrafts worker 
and small proprietor in general), from the small peasant to the 
middle peasant and so on; and if, within the proletariat itself there 
were no divisions into more or less developed strata, division accord- 
ing to territorial origin, according to trades, sometimes according to 
religion, and so on. And all this makes it necessary—absolutely neces- 
sary—for the vanguard of the proletariat, for its class conscious 
section, the Communist Party, to resort to manocuvers and com- 
promises with the various groups of proletarians, with the various 
partics of the workers and small proprietors.* The whole point lies 
in knowing how (Lenin’s italics) to apply these tactics in such a 
Way as to raise and not lower the general level of proletarian class 
consciousness, revolutionary spirit and ability to fight to conquer.— 


(Ibid., pp. 55-56.) 
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Lenin here advocates compromises not with “their own” bourgeoisie 
but “with the various groups of proletarians, with the various parties 
of the workers and small proprietors.” 


Regarding agreements or blocs with the bourgeoisie Lenin wrote: 


The fundamental idea of opportunism is an alliance, or a coming 
together (sometimes an agreement, a bloc, etc.), of the bourgeoisic 
with its antipodes.— (Lenin on Britain, p. 69.) 


The antipodes of the bourgoisie, i.e., its “exact opposite,” is the 
proletariat, the working class. And Lenin stated further: ““Opportunism 
is Liberal-labor politics.”—(Ibid., p. 68.) 


The opportunists in the Communist movement who were so fond 
of using phrases and and sentences from Lenin’s Left Wing Com- 
munisnt to justify their arguments in support of alliances, unity, oe 
operation, etc., between the working class and “their own” capitalist 
class or sections of it did not, of course, refer to Lenin’s statements 
concerning opportunism as the main enemy even at the time when he 
was writing Leff Wing Communism. In answer to the question, “In 
the struggle against what enemies within the working class maovemicne 
did Bolshevism grow, gain strength and become steeled?” Lenin replied: 


First of all, and principally, in the struggle against opportunism, 
which, in 1914, definitely grew into social-chauvinism and definitely 
went over to the side of the bourgeoisie against the proletariat. This 
was naturally the principal enemy of Bolshevism in the working 
class movement. This enemy remains the principal enemy also on 
an international scale.* This enemy has claimed, and still claims, 
most of the attention of the Bolsheviks. This side of the activities 
of the Bolsheviks is now fairly well known abroad.— (Left Wing 
Communism, p. 17.) 


Opportunism, then, and not left sectarianism, was the principal 
enemy, not only of the Bolsheviks, but ‘‘also on an international scale.” 
This axiom of Lenin’s is more true today, at least in certain English 
speaking countries of the world, than it was in 1920. 

In case there might have been any doubt regarding the attitude of 
his own party, Lenin made it clear: “I¢ absolutely insists on the need 
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for complete class independence for the part 
Vol. Ill, Selected Works, p. 121.) 
Dimitroff, in June 1937, reiterated the same concept when he rep. 


ferred to the Communists as being “free from ail connections with and 
dependence on the bourgeoisie.” 


THE PERVERSION OF THE PEopLr’s FRONT Tactic 


It must be stated that when Earl Browder said that the “trade 


“to systematic and 


Republican party) ,” 
ing the doctrine of the class struggle which is the “ver 


Marxism,” disregarding the specific advice of Marx, E 
Dimitroff and abandoning the whole fight for the A 


This was not a question, so much, of tailing the “politically im- 


* but of playing a role of leadership in further 


labor movement to the liberal bourgeoisie. 
The so-called “democratic coalition” which was “consolidated and 


strengthened” by Roosevelt was, in fact, nothing more nor less than 
‘liberal labor politics,” ie., the subordination of the working class to 
the ideological and Political leadership of the liberal bourgeoisie and 
their chief spokesman, Roosevelt. This does not imply that it was 
wrong for the labor movement to support the re-election of Roosevelt 
when the choice lay between him and Dewey and 
third party movement. The point is, 
Parted from Marxism in abandoning th 
Party movement and by encouraging 
bourgeois parties, This, of course 


there was no Mass 
the American Communists de- 
¢ task of building a mass third 
the workers to “utilize” the 


bandonment of the fight for an inde- 


nified acceptance of the leader- 
» the liberal bourgeoisie as a barrier to 
5 an alternative to q beople’s front of struggle. 
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an indecisive outcome of a bourgeois revolution when the Social. 
Democrats have been in a majority against the bourgeois-democrats. 
nor could this happen. But everywhere, in all countries, the first 
independent entry of the Social Democrats in election Campaigns 
was met by the howling and barking of the liberals who accused 
the Socialists of letting the Black Hundreds in. We are, therefore, 
quite undisturbed by the usual Menshevik cries that the Bolshevik, 
are letting the Black Hundreds in. Ail the liberals have always 
shouted this to all the Socialists. By refusing to fight the Cadets you 
are leaving masses of proletarian and semi-proletarian elements capable 
of following the Social-Democrats under the ideological influence of 
the Cadets. Sooner or later, unless you cease to be Socialists, you will 
have to fight your own battle in spite of the Black Hundred danger. 
And it is easier and more necessary to take the right step today than it 
would be to take it tomorrow. In the third Duma (if it is called 
after the second) it will be even more difficult for you to dissolve 
the bloc with the Cadets, you will be stil] more entagled in the 
unnatural relations with the betrayers of the revolution and the. real 
Black Hundred danger, let me repeat, lies not in Black Hundred 
deputies being elected to the Duma, but in pogroms and courts- 


The fact that the resolution of the American Communist Party 
continues to speak of the “Roosevelt, labor, democratic coalition” and 
to state “it is essential to weld together and consolidate the broadest 
coalition of all anti-fascist and democratic forces as well as all other 


supporters of Roosevelt’s anti-Axis policies” simply shows the Ameri- 


can Communists have not yet achieved an independent working class 


Position but retain a position which, in practice, cannot but result 
in subordinating the political interests of the American working class 
to the interests of the liberal bourgeoisie. ° 


Such a policy cannot be 
justified under any consideration and least of 


all as a means of blocking 
fascism coming to power. In his report to the 7th Congress Dimitroff 
pointed out that coalition governments which included the Social Demo- 
crats did not prevent fascism from attackin 


& the working class or of 
seizing political power, when he stated: 


Participation of Social Democratic ministers in bourgeois govern- 
ments is not a barrier to fascism.— (The United Front, p. 35.) 
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CHAPTER III. 


HE INTRODUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT OF 
REVISIONISM IN THE COMMUNIST PARTY 
OF CANADA 


Discussion on revisionism in the ranks of the Communist movemer 
in Canada (The Labor Progressive Party) commenced almost immedi 
ately following publication of the Duclos article on May 28th, 1945 
However, it was. not until almost two months later, July 21st, and 
after studying all of the material on revisionism published by the 
American Communists, that the National leadership finally issued a 
statement, in the name of Tim Buck, National leader of the Party 
“The National Executive of the Labor Progressive Party studied an 
discussed the questions raised in Comrade Duclos’ article and subjecte 
our parties recent activities to a critical re-examination.— (The P.A 
July 21st, 1945.) According to Buck, the collective opinion of th 
L.P.P. National Executive was, that Browder “Did interpret the Teheran 
Accord as a platform of class peace.” After making that ‘‘profound” 
observation Buck went on to point out that the Labor Progressive Party, 
on the contrary, regarded the Teheran Accord as “Above all a platform 


of democratic struggle.”* 


Apparently, in order to make clear what was meant by “democratic 
struggle,” Buck went on to explain that:: “The fight for policies in 
accord with it (The Teheran Declaration) in every country is primarily 
a struggle to unite labor and all democratic forces, including a section 
of the capitalist class,* behind policies of jobs, social security, and 
progress at home, through co-operation with all democratic peoples in 
post war reconstruction and development abroad.” — (Ibid.) 


Since Buck had already pointed out that “The essential clement in 
Duclos’ comment concerning the Teheran Accord is that it was wrong 
to estimate it as a platform of class peace after the war,” (Ibid.) one 
would be justified in assuming that Buck therefore agreed with Duclos. 
Or did he? 
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Here we have three different interpretations of the Teheran 


Browder interpreted it as a platform of class peace which Duclos 


pointed out was incorrect. Ducl 


0s interpreted it as a diplomatic docy. 
ment, 1.e., an agreement between the governments of the three states 
concerned. Buck however, claims it is a 


“platform of democratic 
struggle.” Whether or not this joint struggle of “labor” and a 


“section 
of the capitalist class” 


to Meet 
However, one would be 


refers to “The contrast 


n as a platform of class 
platform of democratic struggle—» 


is some new form of the class struggle 
the "new conditions” Buck does not explain. 

justified in drawing that conclusion since Buck 
between Comrade Browder’s approach to Tehera 
Peace and our approach to it as a 


(1bid.)*, 


In regard to whether or not the revisionism of Browder was inte- 
grated in the policy of the Canadian Party, Buck states: 

A large part of Browder’s general conception and several of his 
concrete proposals became integrated in our thinking about -political 
problems. Formulations expressing his point of view appeared in 
several of our articles. | accepted his proposal for Anglo-United 
States Agreement upon division of export markets without a thought 
of the elaborate revisionist concept of world and class relationships 
upon which it is based and urged that Canada should support such an 
Anglo-U.S. Agreement. It must be recognized frankly that we 
identified ourselves with the Communist Political Association in sup- 
port of Comrade Browder’s “New Course” and our evaluation of the 


bearing that Comrade Duclos’ articles has upon our own Party work 
must start with this fact.*—(Ibid.) 


Having made this admission, Buck then goes on to say: 


Indeed! Here we have a real achievement. The Canadian “Marxists” 
were “frankly” in support of Browder’s “new course” but it would be 


4 mistake to assume that their “practical policies, slogans and activities 
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Undaunted by this fact, 


however, Buck proceeds to nonchalantly 
explain the contradiction: 


It is clear now (?) that the extent to which we avoided repeating 


Comrade Browder’s errors in our practical work was due solely to 
our closer contact with the workers and the greater sensitivity of our 
Party to working class opinion.* — (Ibid.) 


Yes, “obviously!” 


But to whom it is clear, or why it is clear, Buck 
does not say. 


After having stated that it would a mistake to assume “that 


our practical policies, slogans and activities have been generally wrong” 
and that to make any such assumption would result in 
policies,” Buck then advises thar, 
work, 


“erroneous 
“Our task now is to subject all our 
theoretical and practical, to a critical and searching re-examina- 


Does Buck mean to suggest the revisionism should be removed 
from the Party’s policies? But no! He explains: 


tion.” 


We must root out all tendencies towards revisionist theories and 
eliminate any reflections of revisionism in our practical work without 


making the mistake of “throwing out the baby with the bath water.” 
—(Ibid.) 


So it is not revisionism that is to be “rooted out” and ‘ 


‘eliminated” 
but “tendencies” and “reflections” 


(elsewhere he proposes to root out 


“elements”.) But this is quite logical. To root out revisionism would 


prove that the policies followed were wrong and that in turn would 


result in an “inevitable swing to erroneous policies” which would 


horrors) be even worse. Nevertheless, since most of us ar 
with the power of clairvoyance it would be 
shadows (tendencies, reflections and elements. ) 
to endeavour to locate revisionism on the basis 
Canadian policies to similar American policies already recognized as 


revisionism would lay one open to the charge of Buck that: ‘The 
assumption too readily made by some Comrades, 


e not endowed 
fruitless to search for 


On the other hand, 
of a comparison of 


that all criticism 
appearing in the U.S. Communist press applys to Canada is wrong.” 


It is possible however to agree with Buck’s statement, that “It is im- 
portant that this matter (revisionism) be studied on the basis of our 
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Ww : 
: Canada.”*— (Ibid.) 


isioni with 
e e our search for revisionism 
We could, of course, commence ou 


Buck’s own statement on revisionism from ea ee patie pena 
: ; ' Zi 
aad a are ee aaa pee labor in the govern- 
une cena 3; Aces - ensure jobs, security and interna- 
Ee, 2 OW Id be so unkind as to point 
tional co-operation after the war. . cou een ee ee 
out to Mr. Buck that his proposal to put labor parthe g oe 
nothing more nor less than Millerandism, constitutes a betray on 
Socialism and of the working class and is, in fact, a aaa oa o 
of Marxian tactics and a perversion of Marxian princip - we i 
could ask Mr. Buck his authority for the atacement that having a i me 
the government would “ensure jobs, security and a 
i fter the war.” We could further ask Mr. Buck 1 aving 
aes ” wi he economic laws of capital- 
“Yabor in the government” will also cause t c ° ate 
ism which, Marx teaches, result in fhe inevitability of cana 
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to “ensure jobs and security.” However, maybe it ts ce 5 ae 
shock of seeing Communists jointly ‘making Capita pana aoe 
gether with the Liberals, a party of monopoly capital, wou ee ¢ : 
the economic laws of capitalism to discontinue epetanion: ee 
present however, we will refrain from the temptation and procee 
an examination of what Mr. Buck terms “our own Party documents, 
program and statements.” Since, in the opinion of the ee ces 
munists, Browder’s revisionism “goes back at least ten see : 
view of the fact, “documents, program and statements going ac te 
years are available, we will commence our search for revisionism sh 
Pacey documents issued in 1935, the year of the a Congress of the 
CI. anid the introduction of the new tactical line of “The Peoples Front 


: ; 7 
against Fascism and War. 
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THe New Tactica. LINE Proposep spy 
DIMITROFF IN 1935 


Dimitroff, in his report to the Congress, warned of the danger of 
Fascism coming to power in a number of countries and characterized 
it as an “Open terrorist dictatorship of the most reactionary section 
of finance capital.” The Congress adopted a reshaped tactical line to 
cope with the menace of fascism and war, This “reshaped tactical line” 
was based firstly, on the tactic of the united front of the 
and secondly, on the basis of unity in action of the working class, 
attracting to it and uniting with itself sections of the urban middle 
class and the farmers, thus building a peoples front. 


working class 


What did Dimitroff mean by the United Front of the working class? 
Did he mean a parliamentary electoral agreement? No! That is not 


what was meant. The purpose of the United Front was to prevent 
fascism and war because: 


Fascism was able to come to power primarily, because the working 
class, owing to the policy of class collaboration with the bourgeoisie 
pursued by the Social Democratic leaders, proved to be split, politic- 
ally and organizationally disarmed in face of 


the onslaught of the 
bourgeoisie. 


And the Communist Parties on the other hand, apart from and 
in opposition to the Social Democrats, were not strong enough to 
rouse the masses and to lead them in a decisive struggle against 
fascism.— (The United Front, p. 19.) 


The United Front was desi 


gned to unite the working class against 
the onslaught of the bourgeoisie 


. There are only two basic policies which 
the working class can follow in the political field, according to Marx- 
ism: The policy of class struggle against the bourgeoisie or the policy 
of class collaboration with the bourgeoisie. The policy of the Com- 
munist Parties was the policy of class stru 
the Social Democratic Parties was the p 
1.€., Co-operation with all, or sections of, 


ggle, whereas the policy of 
olicy of class collaboration, 
the capitalist class, the se- 
curing of concessions, discouragement of militant action, confining 
Practically all political action to the parliamentary field in order, first of 
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secure reforms and finally on the basis of the theory of pane 
> to reform capitalism itself, through a Social eens ae 

ont, to the point where capitalism would be gradually re Hise 
Saistomned into socialism through parliamentary acts oF ee 
a decrees. (Such is the basic theory and policy of the C.C. 
° Sea as a result of the victory of fascism in Hie = 
several other countries, large sections of the working class hie . 
countries were, in 1935, becoming disillusioned with the possi ae si 
improving their lot under capitalism or of ever ee sociali } 
means of such a policy, of class collaboration. Further: 


all, to 


. ? 
alism 


The armed struggles in Austria and Spain pots rs in es 
wider masses of the working class coming to realize the necessity 
for a revolutionary class struggle—(Ibid., p. 28.) 


I he major political par ties of the worki cla in pr actically all 
J ng SS 
countries were the Ocia emocratic arties and the Communists. 


As regards the changed outlook of the members and supporters of 
the Social Democratic Parties: 


With ever greater ease are the Social Democratic hase one 
to convince themselves that Fascist uae see ae emit 
ities, is i lysis, the result of the 
and barbarities, is in the final analy , Oe, 
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cratic policy of class collabora ey rns 
i ly to realize that the path along 
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the German Social Democratic lea 
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in the camp of the Second International as at aan time. os 
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in every way to preserve the : va 
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creation of a united front with the Communists, oe who sage te 
creasingly coming to adopt the position of the revolutionary 
struggle.—(Ibid., pp. 29-30.) 
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In other words, because of the rise of fascism 4 united 


Working 
class movement based on a polic 


y of class struggle was now nece 
and because of the fact a large section of Social Democratic wo 
were adopting the position of the revolutionary class struggle. 


front of the two Principal political sections of the working class 
now possible. 


SSary 
tkers 


It was possible because of the changing outlook of the Social Demo. 
cratic workers and necessary because: 


Whether the victory of Fascism can be Prevented depends firs? 
and foremost on the militant activity of the working class itself, 


ho . . 
ine of the capitalists. 
P 


had previously wavered between support of the workers and sup- 
a 


fas : se 
As regards the conditions for such unity of actio 


iti ity oO 
The Communist International puts no condition for main o 
ion excepting one, and that an elementary condition Heres 
oe viz., that the unity of action be pias rie pets 
via The Dias j j the threat of wars, 
) tal, against 
inst the offensive of capital, ag ! 
eales enemy. This is our condition.—(Ibid., p. 32.) 


: d, 
As regards the issues on which the United Front should be base 


the content: 


V i to be the basic content of the United Front 
c jee ra iote rey defense of the immediate fence 
molt P terests of the working class, the defense of the sa 
o at fascism, must form the starting point and ‘main con 
are front a all capitalist countries.— (Ibid., p. 36.) 





As the t tr l t Ww e tre the extended in 
join s uggs ¢ of he ork rs str ng ned and 


. Bee ae eda 
defense of their vital interests against the captitalists and assum 
The United Front was to be formed first of all in the factories: scope national in character: 

The first thing that must be done, the thing with which to begin, 
is to form a united front, to establish unity of action of the workers 
in every factory, in every district, in every country, all over the 
world.— (Ibid., pp. 30-31.) 


1 j nge 
We must tirelessly prepare the working as ae Ge 4 me 
in forms and methods of struggle when there is ane 
ituati As the movement grows ard the unity o i a! 
sdcateavcen we must go further and prepare the ier 
from the defensive to the offensive against iain eae oe 
the organization of a mass political strike. : t aie tas apnsuntige 
condition of such a strike to draw into it the mai 
the countries concerned.—(Ibid., p. 36.) 


























The United Front therefore, was nothing more nor less than 
unity in action of the workers, in the factories, in every district, region 


and country. The effect of such unity of action, however, would be 
widespread: 








i i and as to 
So far there is nothing ambiguous or difficult to ae ee 
what was meant by the united front of revolutionary class strugg 


: i oe : wards 
A powerful united front of the proletariat would exert: tremen of the working class. How were the workers to find the path to 


dous influence on all other strata of the working people, on the 
peasantry, on the urban petty bourgeoisie, on the intelligentsia. A 
united front would inspire the wavering groups with faith in the 
strength of the working class. (Ibid., p. 31.) 





unity of action? 














To ensure that the workers find the sna to pal Sapien ie 
1s necessary to strive at the same time both sie a oo 
long term agreements that provide for joint . ais ea fe 
cratic parties, reformist trade unions and e o oe Kies aaa 
toilers against the class enemies of the proletariat. 


Such unity of action, therefore, would confront the forces of fas- 
cism, not only with the sum total of the numerical strength of the 
d to that total large sections of middle class people 
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in all this mut be laid on developing mass action locally to be carried 
out by the local Organizations through local agreements.— (Ibid. 


p. 37.) 


In order to achieve unity of the working class against capital on q 
national scale, first of all it was necessary to secure agreements in 
the localities between the Principal organizations of the working class, 
the Communist and Social Democratic Parties and the trade unions. 


As to the forms which the united front might cake: 


These forms may include, for instance: coordinated joint action 
of the workers to be agreed upon from case to case on definite occa- 
sions, on individual demands or on the basis of a common platform: 
coordinated action in individual enterprises or by whole industries; 
coordinated actions on a local, regional, national or international 
scale; coordinated actions for the organization of the economic 
struggle of the workers, carrying out of mass political, actions, for 
the organization of joint self defense against fascist attacks; coordi- 
nated action in rendering aid to political prisoners and their families, 
in the field of struggle against social reaction; joint actions in the 
defense of the interests of the youth and women, in the field of the 
cooperative movement, cultural activity, sport, etc.— (Ibid, p. 37.) 


The united front tactic, then, was to utilize the most varied forms, 
economic, political, social and cultural from a local to a national scale. 
In order that there should be no misunderstanding and the mistake 
made of regarding a formal agreement as in itself constituting a united 
front rather than actual unity in action of the workers: 


front, like those we have in France for instance. The pact is an 
auxilliary means for obtaining joint action, but by itself it does not 
constitute a united front.* A contact commission between the 
leaders of the Communist and Socialist Parties is necessary to facili- 
tate the carrying out of joint action, but by itself it is far from 
adequate for a real development of the united front, for drawing 
the widest masses into the struggle against fascism.— (Ibid., p. 38.) 
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Even though unity between Social Democratic and aia 
workers was obtained and even though there were included in t 7 
unity the organized workers of the trade unions such unity would see 
not ‘include the majority of the working class. Therefore rasan 
proposed the creation of organizational forms that would embrace a 


of the workers: 


The Communists and all revolutionary workers must — a 
the formation of elected class bodies of the united (ie ha 
irvespective of party, at the factories, among Ey pais a 7 2 
working class districts, among the small townsfo R one int ie ise 
Only such bodies will be able to include also in t se art 
movement the vast masses of unorganized toilers, and will be ie 
to assist in developing mass initiative in the struggle clea 
capitalist offensive of fascism and reaction, and ne is penta 
the necessary broad active rank and file of the united es and a 
hundreds and thousands of non-Party Bolsheviks in the capitali 
countries. . 

Joint action of the organized workers is the beginning, the see 
dation. But we must not lose sight of the fact that the unorganize 
masses constitute the vast majority of workers.*—(Ibid., p. 38.) 


Recognizing the fact that fascism organized its mass base, not : 
the ranks of the working class, but in the ranks of the peasantry an 
the urban petty-bourgeoisie, as the success of fascism in Italy and He 
many conclusively proved, The Communist International went further 


than the united front of the working class and proposed: 


In mobilizing the mass of working people for the struggle a 
fascism, the formation of a wide, popular anti-fascist front on ae 
basis of the proletarian united front is a particularly cab ek rattan 
The success of the whole struggle of the proletariat is closely boun 
up with establishing a fighting alliance between’ the Pe oe 
the one hand and the toiling peasantry and basic mass of the heh 
petty-bourgeoisie, who together form the majority of the pees ee 
even in industrially developed countries, on the other.— (Ibid., p. 39.) 


It should be noted that Dimitroff here speaks of a fighting alliance 
between the working class and the peasantry or farmers and the middle 
class of the towns. And he explains further: 
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se en fascism, desirous of winning these masses to j 
cath, e to set the mass of working people in the town - 
gainst the revolutionary proletariat, frighteni a 
petty-bourgeoisie with the bogey of the ‘Red Peril oe (ibid. b° oy 
‘ +» p. 39.) 


re : : 
a tactic to offset this danger Dimitroff proposed: 


Wem i i 
as ae a this weapon against those who wield it and show 
asantry, artisans and intell 
pike intellectuals whence th 
eatens. We must show it i are 
ca a concretely who it is that piles th 
sara : ap and imposts onto the peasant and squeezes at : 
vo ut - him; who it is that, while owning the best Jand ae 
ee oe wealth, drives the peasant and his family from his 
ee erie and ape him * unemployment and poverty. We 
concretely, patiently and i ots 
Aina persistently who it is th 
= be artisans and handicraftsmen with taxes, imposts, hi *h 
nd competition impossible f ithst ey 
e for them to h : it j 
ed eae withstand; who it is 
o the streets and depri iid 
H ives of cmploym i 
masses of the intelligentsia— (Ibid., pp. 39-40.) Pane ate 


However, Dimitroff warnéd: 


But this is not enough. 


The isi 
Pr ips most decisive thing in establishing the 
Aue ae es Front is resolute action of the revolutionary 
siecle oa ense of the demands of these sections of the people 
pee Be e ne peasantry—demands in line with the basic 
a sas cdtane e pro etariat—and in the process of struggle combinin 
ands of the working class with these decide Ibid. 


p. 40.) 


Th : : 
oe e success of the working class in forming a People’s Front there- 
ae resolute action in defense of the demands of the farmers and 
; ‘ 
e class people. After outlining the need of different methods of 


approach to the organizati 

ganizations and parties of th 
was e farme ; 
class, Dimitroff emphasizes: rs and the middle 


Our tacti F 
eotes oe sa under all circumstances be directed toward 
small peasants, artisans, handicraftsmen, etc., among 
, *) 


their me b ; : : 
ei mbers into the anti-fascist Peoples Front.—(Ibid., pp. 
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front had assume 
forming 
aga 
Front: 





And Dimitroff concludes: 


Hence, you see that in this field we must, all along the line, put 
and end to what frequently occurs in our practical work—neglect 
or contempt of the various organizations and parties of the peasants, 
artisans and the mass of the petty bourgeoisie in the towns.— 


(Ibid., p. 49-) 


question of the possibility, after the united 


After dealing with the 
tional scale, of 


d a powerful mass character on a na 
a United Front or People’s Front Government, Dimitroff 


in explained the purpose of the united front and of the People’s 


We want to find a common language with the broadest masses 
for the purpose of struggling against the class enemy, to find ways of 
finally overcoming the isolation of the revolutionary vanguard from 
the masses of the proletariat and all other toilers, as well as of over- 
coming the fatal isolation of the working class itself from its natural 
allies in the struggle against the bourgeoisie, against fascism. 

We want to draw increasingly wide masses into the revolutionary 
class struggle and lead them to the proletarian revolution, proceeding 
from their vital needs and interests as the starting point, and their 


own experience as the basis—(Ibid., p. 92-) 


k it would be impossible to misinterpret or misun- 
form, the purpose and the aims 
gned to unite the revolutionary 


One would thin 
derstand such a clear exposition of the 


of the united front. It was a tactic desi 
the mass of the working class and to 


basis of its own unity, with its 
ddle class and a section of 


section of the workers with 
unite the working class itself, on the 
natural allies: the poor farmers, the lower mi 
the intellectuals. 


Dimitroff concluded his famous speech with the following inspiring 
call to action: 
ay will che working 


And we want all this because only in this w 
llion strong revolu- 


class at the head of the toilers, welded into a mi 
led by the Communist International and possessed of 
lot as our leader Comrade Stalin, be able to 
with certainty—to sweep fascism off 


tionary army, 
so great and wise a pi 
fulfill its historical mission 
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the face of the earth, and together with it, capitalism!— (Ibid. 


p. 93.) 


This final call to action of Dimitroff certainly left no room for 
doubt as to the purpose of the united front. Because “only in this way” 
could “the working class at the head of all the toilers” fulfill its “his. 
‘oric mission” to “sweep fascism off the face of the earth and together 
with it, capitalism.” Obviously, the “united front of revolutionary 
class struggle” could not possibly be a struggle against fascism with- 
out at the same time being a struggle against capitalism, and for the 
eventual establishment of a socialist state. Fascism cannot possibly be 
eradicated without the eradication of capitalism because monopoly 
capital constantly breeds fascism. Therefore, as long as capitalism 
exists the danger of fascism and war will likewise remain. 

The tactical line of the United Front of the 7th Congress of the 
Communist International remained the tactical line of the world Com- 
munist movement right up until the outbreak of war and with certain 


modifications due to conditions created by the war, remains a basic 
policy of Marxist parties even today. 


How THE TacticaL LINE OF THE SEVENTH CONGRESS 
Was DistortTEp 


We shall now proceed with an examination of how the tactical line 
of the 7th Congress was presented to the membership of the Communist 
Party of Caanda, and of how it was applied in practise. The new 
tactrcal line of the Congress was first presented in Canada at a meeting 
or plenum of the Central Committee of the C.P. of C. in Nov. 1935, 
just three months after the Congress was held. The report on the new 
line was delivered on behalf of the Political Bureau by Stewart Smith, 


who headed the Canadian delegation to the Congress. His opening 
remarks were as follows: 


The Seventh Congress of our World Party, the Communist In- 
ternational, analyzed the basic changes in the world situation, which 
have taken place since the Sixth Congress, and laid down the founda= 
tion for the greatest mobilization of all workers and progressive 
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ital known in the history 
inst capitalism that has ever been 
a ee (Toward a Canadian Peoples Front, p. 5-) 
° 


: ins within it 
This innocent appearing statement nevertheless contains 


1€ innin of a@ revision t line. it ni eak here of a 
th beg. & 5 1§ Sm h does ot sp 
s 
inl r he outline the clear and 
ed front of the working class no. does 
y te social comp sition oO the Peopl d y = 
e€ } ront as 
0: f s e) a lai down b Dim 
defini 
icroft but creates the ambiguous phrase, all workers and progressive 
e. Who the so-called rogresslV ople e not stated. How- 
seopl P 4 SIVe pe pl are, 1S 
er the term 1S SO broad te could include almost anyone. Further on 
c 
ev 


in his speech the tactical line is again placed differently: 


isi istori ingin 
The Communists have the decisive historical task no a 
or 
together into one common front all the people who ih Sine 
for democracy, for economic betterment aaa e rae 
5 i an 
ivi sm, towards war 
i triving toward fascism, 
obligarchy who are s ears 
are heubiie economic degradation to the masses. (Ibid., p 


{ the class composition of the 


: as 4 
i ther sloughing over ae 
Fee nats : “common front” of “all 


People’s Front and of changing the term to 


2 
for democracy,’ etc. 
: le who stand for peace, Weer 
ae is a distortion of both the class composition 


Bs i alliance 
the People’s Front and the purpose. Instead Hee ae 
between the proletariat on the one hand, a : t Gee Sone MR 
and basic mass of the urban petty-bourgeoisie, 2 *° ee meaning- 

: i d war,” we now have an insipid, 
struggle against fascism er NA people who stand for peace, for 
Oo 


Such phraseology 


less “common front” 
democracy, etc. oe te 
This perversion of the United Front and the People’s Front tactic 
if 

is further developed: 
: rer : 
We have commenced active propaganda for the et a 
the united front of all progressive forces of the eae ae ae 

lasting form through the transformation of the C.C.P. 3 


federated peoples party.—(Ibid., pp. 19-20.) 


Instead (8) ropo: 1 a united front oO stru it of the workin 
f P s ng f 88 € 8 
class, beginning in the factories, it now becomes a united front of 
Pp ve f rces a chieved throu h the tr ansformation of 
all rogr €S$1 0 nd a & 
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the C.C.F. into a broad federated people’s party.” This concept is then 
developed further: 
The central problem of the united front 

the working class and all progressive peo 


The united front of revolutionary class struggle of the working 


class, beginning in the factories, is now perverted into a “united front 
Party”; a party that is to be a hodge-podge of farmers organizations, 
trade unions, Communists and C.C.Fers. Fascism is then raised as an 


argument as to the necessity for such a polyglot conglomeration, such 
4 monstrosity of a political party: 


If the strongest unity of the people has not been welded together 
before the next elections, we will face at that time if not before, 
the danger of the most reactionary and possibly open fascist forces 
coming to power unless in the meantime a broad united front party 
has been built up, supported by the masses of the Canadian people who 
are prepared and ready to act against fascism and reaction though not 
yet prepared to fight for socialism.— (Ibid., p. 25.) 


The coming to power of fascism is here 
contest and the stru 


election cam paign. 
“Whether the victor 


presented as an election 
ggle against fascism is perverted into a parliamentary 
Compare this concept’ with that of Dimitroff: 


y of fascism can be prevented depends first and 
foremost on the militant activity of the working cl 


its forces are welded into a single militant army c 
sive of capitalism and fascism.” 


ass itself, on whether 
ombatting the offen- 


No logical arguments are advanced to justify the proposal for the 
formation of such a party which is also referred to as: “. . . A broad 
farmer-labor party, if possible, affiliated to the C.C.F.” (Ibid, p. 30). 
Te is quite true that, as regards the United States, Dimitroff proposed 
“that under American conditions” a “Workers and Farmers’ Party, 
might serve as such a suitable form,” And he added: “Such party 
would be a specific form of the Mass Peoples’ Front in America.” 
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i itions’ i imitroft 
What were the peculiar “American conditions” to which ea zi 
i thir 
ferred? He was referring to the extreme difficulty of new im 
wane the ballot in the American Federal elections beca 
oy tclet net 1 11 hich make it almost impossible for 
ingent electoral laws w 
pee i For instance, in the State 
; i didates for Congress. 
rd parties to run can ak bee 
ne York a petition of 50,000 names is required in ia sean 
: . ; 5 
4 party to get on the ballot. While third parties ee een : 
vad 1 i on a sta 
nd have contested elections they did so in most — eon we 
; i Party in New 
i the American Labor Seat 
ale. For instance, ee 
Gi the Farmer-Labor Party in Minnesota. If our eae py 
an : 
orrect the Communist Party of U.S.A. for instance, oe a > 
; j ates 
its existence, bas never yet been able to get its candi ; 
ee fed lections. One of the reasons why Dimitroff propose 
ballot in federal elections. eee 
hat “under American conditions” the pan eae ee aaa 
- i » in the form of a Workers 
initiative i i “third party,” in the fo 
ee ae hrough the political monopoly 
: : , was not only to break throug p 
tenia ies in the Parliamentary field, bur also 
held by the two old line parties in the Parh 


because: 


eth d 

In no case must the initiative of organizing the anaes oe 

to pass to clements desirous of utilizing the disconten A aa 

who have become disillusioned in both a pa ie seine oe 

eee eae a party directed against 
ree nm movement.——(The United Front, p. 43.) 


In other words, the danger existed that uals: re ae 
took the initiative in forming a “third” party the - tet 
become disillusioned in both the bourgeois parties a ame as 
into support of a “third” party organized as an anti-Com ‘ ; 
or possibly even a straight fascist party. epee 

However, this was not the situation in een whiere a ie 
difficulty for third parties to get on the ballot ae a le 
federal elections and where a multiplicity of t oe ee: 
elections were already in existence, such as, the .C.F., ei 
Reconstruction, Union Nationale, Oman ets Pen ee 
therefore that “... It is necessary and imperative that 
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C.C.F. Clubs, 


together in some form of a broad farmer labor 


party if possible af. 
filiated to the C.C.F.” 


(Ibid, p. 30.) was a mechanical transposition of 
a tactic that was correct under “American conditions” to the Canadian 
scene where it was absolutely incorrect and ridiculous. 


This does not mean that it was unnecessary to build a People’s 
Front of struggle against fascism and war but the way to build it was 
not simply to create a hodge podge, farmer labor party, out of the 
existing parties and other organizations, the leadership of which would 
inevitably be a petty bourgeois leadership with, not a program of 
struggle against capitalism, but a purely reformist program. Further- 
more, the proposal to begin forming a People’s Front in such a fashion 
was a complete distortion of the tactic of the united front and the 
People’s Front and of working backwards, of putting the cart before 
the horse. As Dimitroff placed it: 

For it cannot be seriously supposed that it is possible to establish 
a genuine antifascist Peoples Front without securing the unity of 
action of the working class itself,* the guiding force of the anti- 
fascist Peoples Front. ; 


And further: 


But in a number of countries we shall not get beyond general talk 
about the Peoples Front unless we succeed in mobilizing the mass of 
the workers for the purpose of breaking down the resistance of the 
reactionary section of Social-Democracy to the proletarian united 
front of struggle—(The United Front, p. 101.) 


What Dimitroff warned against was precisely what happened in 


Canada. The Candian Communists never did “get bey 


ond general 
talk about the People’s Front” 


and three years later even dropped all 
reference to it. The main energies of the Party were directed, not to- 
wards building a united front of struggle of 
below, in che factories, 
transform the C.C.E, 


the working class from 
but of scheming and manoeuvring, either to 


into “a genuine farmer labor party” or to secure an 


electoral agreement with it for a division of seats. Such an electoral 


agreement, if ic had been achieved, would have been nothing more nor 
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farmer organizations and Communist Party should come 





itroff termed “The unprincipled tactics of forming 


Dim ’ ia- 
less chan re | Democratic parties on the basis of purely parlia 


ith the Socia 
blocs with t Deities 
mentary arrangements. (Ibid., p. 73.) 


ictiti i y i WD. the Party 
I order to secure this fictitious unit with the C.C.F 
n 


went so far as to propose: : 
i i kers inside 
We need strong party fractions composed of active ee jercie 
f trade unions, C.C.F. Clubs,* Social Credit group Sa 
; heat i Ups 
i ient fascist organizations. We want these oe a S 
he anizations in order to possess the necessary S mada ee 
: i effo 
ae the masses of Canadian ee for as Stel 
i i italism.—Report o 
life and against capi ae 
poe ry to the 9th Plenum. (Towards a Canadian Peop ; 
secreta 
p. 106.) | . 
secure this pseudo united front with the et 
; se, . 
were to be established inside the Se u 
ithi is 1 re the per- 
‘a order to win over the C.C.F. from within. This is Hs oS 
i idi carica 
version of the united front tactic finally led to, a ridiculous ik 
isti 7 con 
of the united front, which instead of assisting in ae Ko 
j rorRers cr 
and united action between Communist and C.C.F. wor 


So! In order to 
“strong party factions 


rf isunity and distrust. 
greater disunity . . . noe 
But to proceed with the presentation of the tactical line : : 
i C tewar 
Congress to the Canadian Party. Further on in the report o 


Smith we find these astounding statements: 


isivie i or the 
The urban middle stratum of al ea eae i pe 
j is var. e hun 

ee ino and storekeepers, oe ae 
and ‘avelleceuals can be neglected by our sales a eg ae a 
imperilling the whole fight against fascism an Se Se ea 
bring about a decided change in this respect. . prop eaieney 
ee ae eee ap een 
: ial units and com st | an 
Boe arae among each of these large sections = Pee 
We must commence work in merchants oe Eton We 
how to build trade union organizations among the 0 adage Wats 
must win the school teachers to the fight ge tee 

We must learn how to organize associations of the p 
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along progressive lines, for example, among the doctors, around the 
issue of the fight for state health insurance.— (Jbid., p. 44.) 


So! “The urban middle stratum are of decisive importance for the 
fight against fascism and war.” Compare this with Dimitroff: ‘Whether 
the victory of fascism can be prevented depends first and foremost on 
the militant activity of the working class itself.” Any further comment 
is unnecessary. And the communists were to work in merchants as- 
sociations and organize the doctors. Well! Well! 


We are also told how the revolutionary class struggle against fas- 
cism and war is to be conducted: 


The League Against War and Fascism in which our party partici- 
pates as a minority group in a united front with large masses of 
workers and farmers and intellectuals becomes decisive for the devel- 
opment of the united front* at the present moment against war and 
must receive far greater support from the Communists in every 
locality, becoming a centre for millions of the peace loving people 


of Canada.—(Ibid., p: 28.) 


The League against War and Fascism was a delegated body com- 
posed of representatives of various organizations which met once or 
twice monthly and conducted Propaganda. Its leadership was made 
up of middle class intellectuals and we are told that this organization 
“become decisive for the development of the united front at the 


present moment against war.” Lenin had a somewhat different concept 
of unity: 


Unity cannot be created out of agreements between little groups 
of intellectuals—this is an error of the saddest, most naive and 
ignorant type. Unity must be won, and only by the workers them- 
selves; the class conscious workers themselves are capable of achieving 
this by stubborn and persistent work.—(The United Front, p. 215.) 


And Dimitroff added: 


In the struggle against fascism and war, not empty words, not 
platonic wishes, but action is needed. To achieve this action it is 
necessary to bring about the unification of all the forces of the work- 


ing class and to carry out unswervingly the policy of the Peoples 
Front.— (Ibid., p. 216.) 
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As the quotations given above conclusively prove, the policy of the 
People’s Front laid down in August by the 7th Congress, three unig 
later was presented to the Canadian Party in a completely distorted 
form. Instead of a united front of the working class we are presented 
with a “united front of all progressive forces.” Instead of the militant 
unity of the working class being decisive against war and fascism 
the middle class is presented as the decisive force. Instead of the united 
front being unity in action of the workers in the factories and among 
the unemployed if is presented as an election agreement edie C.C.F., 
as a farmer labor party and as a propaganda body led by intellectuals 
such as the League Against War and Fascism. 


How THE LIBERAL GOVERNMENT BECAME 
A BaRRIER TO FASCISM 


In the report on behalf of the Political Bureau, Stewart Smith also 
gave an analysis of the Liberal Party and the Government of Mackenzic 


King: 


The reactionaries in the Liberal Party have already in the provinces 
put into effect measures of the most ruthless police terror, instigation 
of fascist repression, utilization of section 98 for the arrest of Spey 
workers, relief cutting, increasing of taxation and extension oe ‘ 
system of forced labor as a compulsory system in every municipality, 
curtailment of civil rights and annulment of municipal autonomy. 
It is this line which the reactionaries in the King Government Le 
attempt to extend and put into stronger force through the combine 
Liberal Provincial and Federal administrations—(Towards a Can- 
adian Peoples Front, pp. 17-18.) 


One would be somewhat inclined to believe that this Liberal vanty. 
and the King Government were reactionary; senile police eErOrs, 
“fascist repression,” “arrest of striking mothers Feligh Curing. 
“increasing of taxation,” “forced labor,” “curtailment of civil riBhS 
“annulment of municipal autonomy.” In fact, one would be justified 
in believing it must have been at least a semi-fascist government, from 


this description. Therefore it is somewhat astonishing to read the re- 
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por* of Tim Buck to the eleventh session of the Central Committee of 
the C.P. of C. in February 1937, just one year and three months later. 
He states: 


The election of King and the Liberal Government was a setback 
for reaction in Canada.— (The Road Abead, p. 19.) 


So! The election of the Government which a little over a year 
carlier was guilty of “ruthless police terror? and “fascist repression” 
is now considered a “setback for reaction.” 


And not only that: 


Bur it is equally true that unless the main blows of our party, the 
labor movement and our people are struck against the 50 “big shots” 
and their henchmen it will be impossible to rally and organize the 
united front of the working people. For example: to concentrate 
the main blows of the people against the King Government and the 
Liberal Party at the present historical moment would help to open 
up the path for the ultra-reactionary Tories headed by Bennett and 
Meighen.— (Ibid., p. 16.) 


Indeed! Not only is this government a “setback for reaction” but 
we must not criticize it strongly or that would play into the hands of 
the “50 Big Shots.” After informing his readers not to attack the 
King Government, Buck then informs us: 


The King Government by itself is no barrier to the Reactionary 
plans of big Capital—King has been compelled to give concessions 
to the working people, but he grants greater concessions to organized 
reactionary interests. 


Thus the measures adopted by King have not been such as to 
weaken the grip of finance capital upon the economy of the country, 
have not weakened or in any way impaired the control of the multi- 
millionaires, who reap all the benefits of the productive wealth of out 
people and have, so far, benefitted the mass of the common people, the 
farmers and the middle class only indirectly and to a very limited 
degree.— (Ibid., p. 22.) 


And further: 


The official Liberal Party on its part strives to prevent the estab- 
lishment of a broad peoples movement by democratic gestures and 
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slight concessions to the democratic wishes of the people but fails 
to halt the strengthening forces of reaction and the growth of semi- 
fascist organizations which threaten to provide a base for the estab- 
lishment of a concentration of reactionary forces,—(Ibid., p. 24.) 


After first saying that it would be a mistake to direct the main 
blows against the King Government whose election was ‘“‘a setback for 
reaction” and that the main blows must be delivered against a nebulous 
“SO Big Shots” he then states that this same government grants con- 
cessions to reaction and permits the growth of semi-fascist organiza- 
tions. Just how the working class is going to conduct political action 
without directing that action against the government of the “multi- 
millionaires” Buck does not explain. Neither does he explain how the 


working class is going to direct its main blows against the nebulous 
"50 Big Shots.” 


However he does explain the “chief task” of the Party: 


The building of a united front of all progressive forces in a broad 
party of the common people remains the chief task of the Commu- 
nist Party in Canada.— (Ibid., pb. 25.) 


Buck also enlightens his readers as to who these so called “progres- 
sive forces” are. Speaking of united action in Alberta on a joint pro- 
gram of demands, he states: 


Such a program must provide the basis for joint action of all 
sections of the labor movement, the U.F.A., the Social Credit move- 
ment, the Trade Unions, the C.L.P., the C.C.F. and the Communist 
Party and even sincere progressives from the ranks of the capitalist 


parties.*— (Ibid., p. 50.) 
And now the unity movement has become just one big happy family, 
C.C.F.ers, Social Crediters, Communists and “progressive capitalists.” 


But of course, there still remains the bold, bad, reactionary capitalists. 
As regards these Buck states: 


The leaders of finance and industry are being marshalled into a 
definite political grouping by systematic propaganda of the type of 
which R. B. Bennett, W. Herridge, and E. W. Beatty (all spokesmen 
of the Conservative Party) are the exponents but which may be 
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heard in every chamber of commerce and every board of trade, 
wherever spokesmen of the capitalist class address their fellows. The 
representatives of reactionary finance capital in Canada are preparing 
and organizing the advance guard of capitalist reaction.—(Ibid., 


p. 20.) 


Just so! The King Government and the Liberal Party which, only 
a little over a year previously had been characterized at the previous 
plenum as organizing “ruthless police terror’ and “fascist reaction” 
have now become “progressive” and the real reactionaries are the “50 
big shots” whose chief spokesmen are Bennett, Herridge and Beatty. 


THE Peopries’ Front Is FuRTHER VULGARIZED 
AND BECOMES THE Democratic FRONT 


The next meeting of the Central Committee of the C.P. of C. was 
held on June 3-6, 1938. The speeches delivered were published in 
booklet form and entitled, A Democratic Front for Canada. In the 
foreword by Sam Carr we read: 


The speech of Mr. Herridge at the Tory Convention represents 
the sentiments of a section of progressive Conservatives who can and 


should become part of the great line-up of democratic forces in 
Canada.” 


And Buck elaborates: 


Herridge’s speeches mirror a large and important sentiment in 
favor of democratic progress within the Conservative Party. Her- 
ridge’s speeches mirror a growing sense among the progressively in- 
clined members of the Conservative Party that if they would serve 
Canada, they must support progress, that fascism is contrary not 
only to the interests of labor, but to the interests of 98 percent of 
the Canadian people.—(Ibid., p. 14.) 


Whereas, the year previously, H. W. Herridge had been designated 
as one of the three chief spokesmen for reaction, he has now become the 
spokesman for the “progressive Conservatives.” Whereas, previously 
the Liberals had been “progressive” and the Conservatives reactionary, 
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now a large sections of the Conservatives had also become “progressive”; 


te 


so “progressive” in fact that, along with the Communists they ‘can 
and should become part of the great line up of democratic forces in 


Canada.” 


According to Buck, reaction and fascism in Canada had now ac- 


quired a new vehicle: the provincial governments of Ontario and 
Quebec, headed by Premiers Hepburn and Duplessis. Buck explains: 


There is treason afoot in Canada today just as there was treason 
wihin Ausria and Spain. To see this one has only to study the record 
of the two men who comprise the leadership of this reactionary 
constellation generally termed the Hepburn-Duplessis Axis. 


The Hepburn-Duplessis alliance signalizes a definite stage in 
the development of the strategy of reaction. There is a difference 
between the reaction expressed by the Hepburn-Duplessis axis and 
the reaction of R. B. Bennett. (Possibly a more “progressive” reac- 
tion, F. M.) He ruled Canada as the leader of the Conservative Party. 
He not only did not try to win the reactionary Liberals into his 
camp (Oh?) but he followed the old and “honored” tradition of 
firing liberals out of government positions. 


The Hepburn-Duplessis alliance has passed beyond the basis ot 
party interests alone. It guts across party lines and is based upon 
class interests, the interests of reactionary big capital, against the 
whole of the common people of Canada and particularly the farmers 
and the working class. Its drive toward fascism is against progressive 
Liberals and Conservatives, equally as against Communists, (Indeed?) 
C.C.Fer’s, and other progressives. The Hepburn-Duplessis alliance 3s 
the spearpoint of reaction in its drive towards fascism and war. It 
is this which makes the new signs of growth of open fascist orzaniza- 
tions particularly significant.—(Ibid., pp. 21-22.) 


According to this “profound Marxian analysis” the two political 
parties of the big bourgeoisie no longer represent their class interests. 
The interests of monopoly capital are no longer served by the Liberal 
and Conservative parties but by the “Hepburn-Duplessis Axis’ and 
“its drive towards fascism is against progressive Liberals and Conserva- 


” 


tives, equally as against Communists . . . 
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That being the case, it logically follows that the so-called “pro- 


gressive Liberals and Conservatives” should unite with the Comunists 


against this “drive towards fascism.” Buck even explains this further: 


The process of differentiation within the two old line parties 
continues and the speeches of Herridge reflect clearly, that among 
sections of the younger Tories and younger Liberals there is a definite 
opposition to the policy of the die-hards, who dominate the national 
leadership.— (Ibid., p. 23.) 


To meet this threat of fascism and to unite these “progressive 
forces’? Buck proposed: 


If we would save Canada from further division, from the danger 
of disintegration, if we would save our people from further suffering 
and starvation, we must gather all progressive people together against 
Hepburn and Duplessis, against reaction and against fascism and for 
the democratic unification of our country, for progress and peace. 


Against the concentration of reactionary forces headed by the 
Hepburn-Duplessis alliance, all the forces of democracy must be 
gathered into a wide democratic front.—(Ibid., pp. 22-23.) 


All reference to the “anti-fascist People’s Front” has already been 
dropped and replaced by the term “Democratic Front.” Whereas Dim- 
itroff explained: “We want unity of action of the working class, so that 
the poletariat may grow strong in its struggle against the’ bourgeoisie 
in order that while defending today its current interests against attack- 
ing capital, against fascism, the proletariat may reach a position to- 
morrow to create the preliminary conditions for its final emancipation.” 
(The United Front, pp. 32-33.) Buck states: “We must gather all the 
progressive people together—for the democratic unification of our 
country, for progress and peace.” 


As to the program of this “Democratic Front,” Buck proposes: 


A program around which a democratic front will be rallied must 
be one which the people understand and which can be carried through 
by Dominion and Provincial governments under our present govern- 
mental set up. Thus, it cannot be a fundamental program for the 
socialist reorganization of Canada, because the majority of the people 
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are not ready to support such a program. What is required is a ; 
series of proposals of a constructive, progressive character, aimed H 
to satisfy the most urgent needs of the people and capable of enact- 

ment and fulfillment by provincial and dominion governments now, 

a program that can be immediately carried out by a parliamentary 

majority.—(A Democratic Front for Canada, pp. 24-25.) 


In other words, what is required is not a program such as Dimitroff 
proposed: 


We want to find a common language with the broadest masses 
for the purpose of struggling against the class enemy,* to find ways 
of finally overcoming the isolation of the revolutionary vanguard 
from the masses of the proletariat and all other toilers, as well as of 
overcoming the fatal isolation of the working class itself from its 
natural allies in the struggle against the bourgeoisic, against fascism. 


We want to draw increasingly wide masses into the revolutionary 
class struggle and lead them to the proletarian revolution, proceeding 
from their vital interests and needs as the starting point, and their 
own experience as the basis—(The United Front, p. 92.) 


No! What Buck wanted was not a program “for the purpose of eh ie 








struggling against the class enemy,” not a program to lead them “to iif 

the proletarian revolution” but a program of collaboration with the 

capitalists, the “progressive Conservatives,” a program of a “‘construc- ; 

tive, progressive character.” Such a program, Buck explained, is 

contained in the Party’s brief to the Royal Commission on Dominion- 

Provincial relations (the commission established to recommend changes 

in the division of powers and responsibilities as between Dominion 

and Provincial Governments). The Communist Party brief, Buck 

Points out, gives a “complete plan by which the national income of | 

Canada can be redistributed so as to provide adequately for all the 
| 
| 





feople.’*—(A Democratic Front for Canada, p. 19.) 
He further instructs Party members: 


Every member of our party is charged with the responsibility of 
acquiring such a knowledge of our brief that he can explain it and 
tell people in simple launguage how the wealth that is produced today 
can be redistributed, even under our present set up, to provide a 
measure of comfort to every man, woman and child.*—(Ibid., p. 19.) 
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Since the Communist Party had now developed a “complete plan 
by which the national income of Canada can be redistributed so as to 
provide adequately for all the people,” and since this could now be 
accomplished ‘even under our present setup” and by a “‘parliamentary 
majority,” there was obviously .no need or purpose in “‘class struggle” 
nor was there any need for socialism. So Buck quite “logically” points 
out: 


Our Party declared. categorically that the issue in this election 
is not Socialism but of compelling changes in our national structure 
that will enable Ottawa to utilize the reserves of our country to 
improve the conditions of the people.—(Ibid., p. 27.) 


As regards the danger of fascism, Buck has also a complete and quite 
simple plan for overcoming that danger: 


In this situation, the guarantee of democracy against the growing 
danger of fascism, lies in the strengthening of the democratic powers 
of the people. The only way it can be strengthened is by a united 
working class fighting consistently for unity of all democratic forces, 
in the struggle for democratic unification of our country.*—(lbid., 


p. 12.) 


So now the way to fight fascism is ‘to struggle for the democratic 
This was to be achieved by “extending 


unification of our country.’ 
the process of which Confederation was a part.” Further, national uni- 
fication was necessary because “the existing distribution of powers under 
the British North American Act” resulted in a situation where reform 
“Legislation is not enacted because the provinces in a large measure 
haven’t the resources and the Dominion Government has not the con- 
stitutional right.”——(Ibid., pp. 10-11.) 


In other words, national unification meant to amend Canada’s con- 
stitution, the B.N.A. Act, through a new allocation of powers between 
the Dominion and Provincial Governments granting greater authority 
and powers in the fields of taxation, labor laws, social legislation, etc., 
to the Dominion Government. And this was to constitute a “guarantee” 
against fascism. How simple! 
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But regarding this government and its leader, Premier King, Buck 
then states: “His policy of following meekly at the heels of Chamber- 
lain on all questions of foreign policy has prevented Canada from be- 
coming a positive force for peace against fascist aggression abroad, 
while at home, instead of actually combatting reaction and the fascist 
threat he capitulates reguarly to reactionary big busincss.* —(Ibid., p. 
21.) 


And further: “While democracy is being crushed, full freedom 
and encouragement is given to fascism.”—(Ibid., p. 11.) 


And again: “The immediate significance of the fascist organizations 
is not because of the number they have in their ranks. It is that 
they are operating under the open protection of governments.” Yt is 
that the open fascist organizations are now being organized as instru- 
ments of policy, which the monopolists hope to utilize in their drive 
against the working class.—(Ibid., p. 22.) 


The crude absurdity of Buck’s entire position now becomes obvious: 
McKenzie King, “meekly follows at the heels of Chamberlain”; this 
policy ‘thas prevented Canada from becoming a positive force for peace 
against fascist aggression abroad’; he “‘capitulates regularly to reac- 
tionary big business’; under his premiership “the fascist organizations’ 
are ‘operating under the open protection of governments’ and ‘“‘while 
democracy is being crushed, full freedom and encouragement is being 


given to fascism.” But, “in this situation, the guarantee of democracy 
against the growing danger of fascism” lies in “democratic unification of 
our country” through ‘‘changing” the “existing distribution of powers 
under the British North America Act” and by giving the King Gov- 
ernment the “Constitutional right’? to achieve ‘‘complete unification” 
by means of granting it greater authority. Or, in Buck’s own words: 
“We must formulate demands looking to defeat reaction through 
democratic national unification. All this is urgently needed to head 
off reaction and fascism and to preserve the peace of our country.” 
—(Ibid., p. 25.) 

To such depths of absurdity had the “revolutionary class struggle 
against fascism and war” been perverted, within three years of the 
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time the tactical line of the People’s Front had first been presented 
as a world policy. And to think that while this absurd nonsense was 
being presented to the working class of Canada as the means of com- 
batting fascism and war, as Marxism, hundreds of Canadian Com- 
munists were giving their lives in the armed struggle against fascism 
in Spain, as members of the International Brigade. 


Buck concluded his “masterful presentation” with the following 


“stirring appeal” to ‘‘militant action”: 


Our Party must become the driving force in the fight for peace, 
for protection of the youth, for democratic, national unification, for 
security and progress. We do not place our slogan of Socialism in 
the background (???) but in its correct relation to the actual prob- 
lems and struggles of today. Our struggle to unite Canada is. an 
integral part of the struggle for Socialism. As part of this struggle 
today, we call upon all Democratic and Progressive people to unite. 
Against the reactionary sectionalism of Hepburn and Duplessis, we 
are for national unification. Against the schemes of reactionary big 
capital looking to fascist reaction, we are for Democratic progress. 
Against the war makers, we call for peace. Against the reactionary 
concentration of Hepburn, Duplessis and the most sinister elements 
in Canadian politics we call for the building of a wide democratic 
front to carry Canada forward to Democratic National Unity, pro- 
gress, peace, prosperity and Socialism.*—(Ibid., p. 41.) 


And this nonsensical phrasemongering is presented to the Canadian 
working class as a Marxian program of revolutionary class struggle 
against capitalism and fascism and as the road to emancipation, to 
socialism. Just imagine: “we are for democratic progress,” “we call 
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for peace,” “against ... the most sinister elements we call for... dem- 
cratic national unity, progress, peace, prosperity and socialism.” The 


role of the working class is not even mentioned. 


Compare this philistine, pedantic phrasemongering with the un- 
equivocal, clear instructions of Dimitroff: 


When carrying out the policy of the Peoples Front against fascism 
and war, ... the Communists do not lose sight of the historic need for 
the revolutionary overthrow of capitalism, which has outlived its 
day, and for the achievement of socialism, which brings emancipation 
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to the working class and the whole of mankind.— (The United Front, 
p. 236.) 


When we carry on a resolute struggle for the defense of demo- 
cratic rights and liberties against reaction and fascism, we do so 
as Marxists, as consistent proletarian revolutionaries and not as 
bourgeois democrats and reformists. Where we come forward in 
defense of the national interests of our own people in defense of 
their rights and liberties, we do not become nationalists or bourgeois 
patriots; we do so as proletarian revolutionaries and true sons of our 
people.— (Ibid., p. 235.) 


The experience of many years has gone to prove that the fascist 
instigators of war are not to be held back by persuasion or arguments. 
There is only one effective means of curbing them, and that is the 
united and unbroken struggle of the masses of the people against 
fascism in the different countries and on an international scale.— 


(Ibid., p. 227.) 


To want peace is not enough. It is necessary to fight for peace. 
It is absolutely inadequate to carry on general propaganda against 
war. Propaganda against war “in general” does not in the slightest 
degree hinder the conspirators sitting in Berlin or Tokyo from 
carrying out their dastardly work.—(Ibid., p. 176.) 


The struggle for peace is a struggle against fascism, a struggle 
against capitalism, a struggle for the victory of socialism throughout 


the world!—(Ibid., p. 185.) 


In October, 1938, in a speech to the Ontario Provincial Conven- 
tion of the C.P. of C., the Ontario leader of the Party, Stewart Smith, 
presented the party line in the struggle for peace as follows: 


In this noble struggle for peace, which represents the highest 
interests of humanity, let us above all build the'unity of the people. 
The forces of peace in Canada as in the whole world can win, The 
forces for peace are strong. Labor has already shown the road at 
the great convention of the Trades and Labor Congress. 


The churches in large numbers are taking up the struggle. Senator 
Carine Wilson of the League of Nations Society, representing a large 
section of Canadian opinion has declared for collective peace action, 
Never before were the Canadian people so aroused to the struggle for 
peace. The peace forces can win through unity. 
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We appeal to all genuine friends of peace and democracy, all 
true patriots of Canada, to take up the struggle for a positive Can- 
adian peace policy in world affairs—(Has Chamberlain Saved Peace, 
pp. 26-27.) 


The fight for peace has now reached the point where the churches, 
women senators and the League of Nations Society become important 
factors. Now.compare this petty bourgeois nonsense about how to 
fight for peace with Dimitroft’s demands for: 


An independent struggle by the proletariat for the maintenance of 
peace, independent of the capitalist governments and the League of 
Nations, making it impossible for the working class movement to 
be subordinated to the behind the scenes designs of the Imperialist 
Governments in the League of Nations. 

Under present conditions, the fight to maintain peace is a fight 
against Fascism, and this fight is in essence rcvolutionary.—(The 
United Front, p. 184.) 


In the same speech, Stewart Smith also presented the Party policy 
regarding the anti-fascist united front, as follows: 


The aim of every loyal democrat must be one of bringing the 
maximum degree of unity between all democratic forces. 


It is especially important to develop the independent initiative 
of labor in the political field through such bodies as the Labor Repre- 
sentation Association, and co-operation and understanding with the 
C.C.F., in order that in elections the best possible agreements may be 
made to elect the largest number of progressive candidates.— (Jobs 
and Security, p. 14.) 


So! The united front of struggle of the working class has now 
degenerated into a question of election agreements and blocs with the 
Labor Representation Association and the C.C.F. “in order to elect 
the largest number of progressive candidates.” 

‘ 


The People’s Front has now become the Democratic Camp. States 
Smith: 


The growing democratic camp shows itself in the political life 


of Ontario as yet mainly in a developing unanimity of opinion among 
the people on the main issues before the province and nation. 
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Its heart is the labor movement, especially the mass trade unions 
which occupy such a vital part in the life of almost every community 
and especially now in such cities as Oshawa, Cornwall, St. Catherines, 
Kitchener and Timmins. It extends to, as yet, widely separated sec- 
tions—the progressive wing of the McKenzie King Liberals; the 
Progressives in the Conservative Party, especially supporters of Her- 
ridge; the masses of church people; the movements against the 
monopolies among the farmers; the housewives movements and the 
Youth Congress movement.—(Ibid., p. 11.) 


Just so! After three years of building the People’s Front it has 
now become “‘a developing unanimity of opinion.” It includes the 
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“labor movement,” “progressive Liberals,” “progressive Conservatives,” 
“the masses of church people,” “farmers? movements,” “housewives 
movements,” and the “Youth Congress movement.” The Marxian con- 
cept of class divisions in society and of political parties as the repre- 
sentatives of definite class interests has now completely disappeared and 
in its place we have a ‘‘democratic camp” composed of the labor move- 
ment, Liberals, Conservatives, farmers, church people, housewives and 
youth. (The homes for the aged and the kindergartens must have been 
overlooked.) The “militant struggle of the working class’ against 
fascism and war has now become a “noble struggle” conducted by 


“true patriots” and “loyal democrats.” 


And sixteen years after the foundation of the Communist Party 
of Canada this childish drivel is presented to a Party Convention as 
revolutionary Marxism. 

The desire for unity with Herridge and his ‘Progressive Conserva- 
tives” finally resulted in 1939 with the Communist Party publishing 
his speeches in full on the front page of the Party organ, The Clarion, 
with appropriate headlines. H. W. Herridge, millionaire brother-in- 
law of Ex-Premier R. B. Bennett, had organized and was, in 1939, 
the leader of the New Democracy Party. The eagerness of the Com- 
munist Party Leadership for unity with this section of the bour- 
8eoisie finally culminated with the Saskatchewan leader of the Com- 
Munist Party securing the nomination as a Federal candidate of the 
New Democracy Party only to be later repudiated by Herridge. This 
attempted marriage of the Communist Party to the New Democracy 
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Party was broken up by the war. However, when the smoke of the 
1940 election battles finally cleared away the candidates of the New 
Democracy Party elected to the House of Commons all turned out to 
be members of the Social Credit Party, including Hlinka, New Dem- 
ocracy member for Vegreville, Alta., who was termed the “most out- 
spoken fascist in the Canadian parliament.” 


From Gross RiGHT OPPORTUNISM TO 
U.tra-Lerr ADVENTURISM 


As was to be expected, the outbreak of war resulted in one series 
of blunders after another by the national leadership of the Communist 
Party. For the first few days they did not take any position, thus 
‘caving the Party organizations throughout the country without any 
‘ead whatever. 

After a few days a statement was finally made in the name 
of Tim Buck, in support of the war. This statement was so equivocal 
ind ambiguous that a member of the B.C, Provincial Executive argued 
for three hours that it was really a statement in opposition to the 
war as an imperialist war, because of the policies of Chamberlain and 
uf the paper. 

With the Communist Parties of other countries characterizing the 
war as an imperialist war, because the policies of Chamberlain and 
Daladier, the Canadian Party leadership finally issued a statement in 
opposition to Canada’s participation in the war, several weeks after 
the war started. 

With the outbreak of war and the subsequent illegality of the 
Party there followed a swing from crass opportunism to the most 
fantastic leftist adventurism. To begin with, the King Government, 
whose election in i935 was considered ‘a setback for reaction,” ovef- 
night became reactionary again and now replaced the ‘“Hepburn- 
Duplessis Axis” as the “‘spearpoint” of “‘sinister reaction”: 


The King Government is an outright Imperialist Government. 
It is the pliant and willing agent of the decisive circles of. big capital 
in Canada. King involved Canada in the Imperialist war so cunningly 
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that there was no real debate upon the question. He crushed 
opposition to the war as ruthlessly as Bennett or Meighen could.— 
(T. B. in The Monthly Review, official Party organ, April and May 
1940. p. 15.) 


And another article by T.C.S. states: 


We correctly seized upon Mackenzie King’s February 21st radio 
speech to expose his criminal role in bringing about this war hand- 
in-glove with Chamberlain.— (Ibid., p. 34.) 


It should be remembered, this was the same government that Buck 
proposed a few months earlier to grant greater powers to as a “‘guar- 
antee”’ against fascism, 


The role of Herridge had also apparently been reversed: 


The Position of Herridge and Coldwell and Heaps and their 
leading associates was closer to the position of Manion in several 
respects than to the avowed position of Mackenzie King. Their 
treachery to the masses of Canada’s people in hitching the C.C.F. 
and the Social Credit Parties to the chariot wheel of Imperialist war 
Policy availed them little in their quest for cheap parliamentary 
advantage but did incalculable harm to the cause of the working 
class.—T.B.—( Ibid., p. 16.) 7 


So! The leaders of the two Parties which the Communist leader- 
ship did their best to secure electoral agreements with a few months 
carlier, are now revealed to have been merely in a “quest for cheap 
parliamentary advantage.” 


Writing on C.C.F. Peace Aims, S.S. states: 


The theory of imperialism renouncing itself, establishing economic 
COoperation and equal access to markets and raw materials is, like 
all other theories of the C.C.F., borrowed from the stinking rubbish 

eaps of European Social Democracy. Its author was Kautsky.— 


(Ibid. p. 21.) 


As regards the attitude of Imperialism towards the colonial people 
* Writes: 
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To pretend that British Imperialism will voluntarily free peoples 
as a result of victory in the war is simply to hide the fact thar 
British Imperialism, if it could concievably free peoples, could set 
free dozens of times the Czechs, Austrians, and Poles without waging 
any war in Europe.— (Ibid., p. 26.) 


Three months later, in August 1940, the National leadership in- 
formed the membership that Canada was, in fact, a semi-colony under 
the political hegemony of Britain and the economic hegemony of 
American Imperialism. As a result of the clash of these two rival 
Imperialisms on Canadian soil they stated: "A revolutionary situation 
is maturing in Canada.” After making this “profound” observation 
they then advanced the slogan “For An Independent Socialist Canada.” 
(Just what happened to the revolution is hard to ascertain.) They 
also forecast the coming to power of Socialism all over Europe as a 
result of the revolutionary situations supposed to be developing in Ger- 
many, France, Britain, etc. 


Following the entry of the Soviet Union into the war the Party, 
for a period, followed a policy of practical activity which was basically 
correct. They campaigned intensively for a total war effort and for 
a “yes vote” in the plebiscite on conscription. 


The public work of the Party was carried on through the medium 
of the Communist Labor Total War Committee. Membership in the 
Party soared, discipline was well maintained, a basic industrial form 
of branches was established which gave direct leadership in the shop 
to the workers on the job; enthusiasm and devotion to the Party was 
at the highest level of many years. 


During this period, the latter half of 1942, the hundred or more 
Communists arrested and interned under section 21 of The Defense 
of Canada regulations, after the outlawing of the Party in June 1940, 
were released. 

The opportunism which had sapped the strength of the Party 
during the prewar period and the leftist adventurism which had tended 
to make the Party appear in the light of a pro-nazi force during the 
early war years, and had consequently discredited it in the eyes of 
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many workers, was to a considerable extent overcome following the 
change in the character of the war. 

The possibility of the Party following its proper role as a Marxist 
party of the working class appeared brighter than at any time during 
the seven previous years. However, whether it would actually rid 
itself of voth deviations—ultra left adventurism and right oppor- 


tunism—still remained to be seen. 


131 




















CHAPTER IV. 


HOW THE COMMUNIST MOVEMENT IN CANADA 
REVISED IN THEORY OR PERVERTED IN 
PRACTICE EVERY FUNDAMENTAL 
PRINCIPLE AND DOCTRINE 
OF MARXISM 


At the first National Conference of the Communist-Labor Total 
War Committee, January 16-17, 1943, the opportunism which marked 
the policies of the pre-war period re-appeared in even more pronounced 
form. Tim Buck, in that section of his report dealing with the post 
war period, delivered himself of the following remarkable forecast: 


Victory over the Axis will clear the way for the full democratic 
development of all peoples—for the liberation of nations, the adoption 
of policies of economic security, the abolition of national oppression, 
the lifting of the colonial nations out of slavery into the light of 
freedom, on the basis of national self-determination. United Nations 
unity and collaboration, after victory, will assure to the peoples 
the possibility of orderly progress and the rapid healing of the terri- 
ble wounds inflicted by war. It will assure the possibility of tre- 
mendous strides forward, towards the great cultural, economic and 
social advancement outlined in the Atlantic Charter. It will assure 
freedom for the national development of those peoples who have 
been oppressed. The people of India will be able to secure their 
national freedom. China will be free. Nations in which the dom- 
inant trend of political opinion is Socialist will be able to translate 
their opinions into action. Far reaching social progress will be pos- 
sible for all the people of the world.—(Canada and the Coming Of- 
fensive, p. 27.) 


For a Communist, this is really precious: “full democratic develop- 
ment of all peoples,” “economic security,” “abolition of national op- 
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pression,” “national self-determination,” “orderly progress,” “cultural, 
economic and social advancement,” ‘“‘freedom of India,” “freedom of 


China,” “socialism,” all as 2 result of victory over the Axis. In this 
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idyllic picture Buck is really out-Browdering Browder a year before 
Browder announced his “new course” based on the “Teberan perspec- 
five? Here, Buck is outlining a perspective almost identical with 
that advanced three years earlier by the C.C.F. and which S.S. char- 
acterized as being “borrowed from the stinking rubbish heaps of 
European Social Democracy” and “whose author was Kautsky.” S.S. 
further ridiculed the theory that “British Imperialism will voluntarily 
free peoples.” 

Consider what the real picture was less than six months after V-J 
day: “Full democratic development of all peoples’—A pro-fascist gov- 
ernment in Greece conducting a reign of terror and maintained in 
power by foreign troops. General Patton being called before Eisen- 
hower to explain why Nazis run the government of Bavaria. All work- 
ing class political parties and trade unions in those areas of Germany 
under Anglo-American occupation suppressed. 

“Economic Security’—Mass lay-offs in war industries with no pro- 
visions planned or instituted for reconversion. Delegations on way to 
Ottawa to protest closure of B.C. war industries. 2,000,000 out of work 
in the U.S. as a result of mass strikes. Veterans obliged to live in army 
huts with families because of housing crisis. 

National Sclf-Determination”—French and British troops suppress 
uprisings in Syria in struggle for National independence. Armed up- 
risings in Indo-China in struggle for independence also suppressed by 
British and French troops. All of this is, of course, “orderly progress.” 

Cultural, Economic and Social Advancement’?—Schools remain 
closed in much of Europe. Mass famine threatens all of Europe. Fore- 
cast: Millions will perish during coming winter through famine and 
pestilence. 

“Ereedom of India’”’—Foreign Minister Bevin out-Churchills Chure- 
hill in Imperialistic speech pledging maintenance of British Colonial 
Empire. Thousands of political prisoners remain in Indian concentra- 
tion camps. 

“Freedom for China”—British troops reoccupy Hong Kong as a 
continuing British colony. Two divisions of American troops occupy 


133 


























North China to block march of liberation of Chinese Communist 8th 
Route Army. All Japanese troops in area retain arms on instructions 
of Kuomintang dictatorship to ‘maintain order.” 


“Socialism”’—Regimes of democratic governments in areas occupied 
by Red Army denounced as “totalitarian dictatorships” because of land 
reforms and other democratic measures. Fears of withholding food 
supplies by U.N.R.R.A. to starving countries of Europe, influences even 
scope of reform measures instituted by provisional governments. 


One month after he had delivered the above forecast Buck delivered 
an acceptance speech when he was nominated as Federal candidate 
for Toronto-Spadina, in which he stated: 


A necessary condition for government policies that will under- 
write social security, provide jobs for all able-bodied Canadians and 
maintain a generally high and stable level of prosperity, will be 
maintenence of the National income at a high level. The experience 
of the war years has proven conclusively that this can be done. 

And Buck adds: 


I shall press the government to use the lessons we have learned 
during the war fo finance lasting prosperity in the peace.—(For 
Victory In The War and Prosperity In The Peace, pp. 12-13.) 


This is really rich. Here we have the spectacle of the revolutionary 
leader of the Canadian proletariat in the ‘uncompromising struggle 
for socialism” telling the people of Spadina that it has been “proven 
conclusively” that the national income, doubled as a result of war 
production can be maintained in the peace and thus “maintain a gen- 
erally high and stable level of prosperity.” And not only that but 
pledges that if elected he shall “press the government” to ‘Finance 
Lasting Prosperity in the Peace.” 


THE SPECTRE OF COMMUNISM Is ExoORCISED 


Now that Canada and the world was to have “orderly progress,” 
the “full democratic development of all peoples, 


9 ee 


” “economic security,” 
the “‘abolition of National oppression,” “cultural economic and social 


advancement,” and in view of the fact Buck himself was going to 
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“press” the Capitalist government of Mackenzie King to ‘Finance 


Lasting Prosperity in the Peace,” Communism not only became un- 
necessary but a definite embarrassment and liability to Mr. Buck. The 
spectre of Communism had to be liquidated. 


Consequently, at a conference held in Toronto just four months 
later, June 13, 1943, Buck, who had “invited those present on his 
own initiative and persona) responsibility,” informed the handful of 
Party members present (of the 25 delegates in attendance there were 
19 from Ontario, 14 of them from Toronto, three from Montreal and 
three from the other seven Canadian provinces—B.C. and N.S. were 
not represented) that: 


If we permit the continuance of illegality enforced by the gov- 
ernment’s ban on Communism, this would only strengthen the sinister 
spectre of Communism which stands in the way of victory.*¥— 
(Canada Needs a Party of Communists, p. 30.) 


So! At a time when the Communist Red Army of the U.S.S.R., 
the Communist led partisan army of Marshall Tito of Jugo Slavia, 
$00,000 strong, and the Communist led resistance movements of the 
occupied countries of Europe had definitely turned the tide against 
the German fascists, after one of the most heroic struggles of all bis- 
tory and the glory of Stalingrad, Mr. Buck discovers that the “spectre 
of Communism stands in the way of Victory.” 


Buck continued: 


We can exorcise that spectre® most effectively by uniting our- 
selves in a new party of our own, and fighting under our own 
political banner in the open light of day, in systematic parliamentary, 
educational and organizational activity in every corner of Canada.— 


(Ibid., p. 30.) 


The opening words of the Communist Manifesto, the basic program 
of the world Communist movement, runs as follows: 


A spectre is haunting Europe—the spectre of Communism. All 
the powers of old Europe have entered into a holy alliance to exor- 
cise this spectre; Pope and Czar, Metternich and Guizot, French 
radicals and German police spies. 
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Whereas, formerly, dictators and police spies united to “exorcise the 
‘pectre of Communism” ninety-seven years later the leader of the 
“anadian Communists proposes that “we can exorcise that spectre 
ie., that the Communists themselves exorcise 


‘nost effectively . . . 
‘he spectre of Communism. 

Earlier in his speech Buck had stated that: ‘Continuation of the 
nan on Communism . . . is open surrender to reactionary obscurantism.” 
‘ut instead of fighting to have the ban lifted he proceeded to advocate 
‘open surrender to reactionary obscurantism” by means of “exorcising 
he spectre of Communism.” 


In the course of his speech Buck also outlined, for the whole 
‘orld to hear, the “respectability” of the new party he had in mind: 


Communists do not advocate violence. We are not a conspiracy, 
we are an integral part of Canadian democracy. We subordinate 
ourselves entirely to the democratic will of the majority. We Com- 
munists strive to win support for the policies we advocate by exactly 
the same means as, and by no other means than, the other political 
parties of Canada. Everything we do and everything we advocate is 
strictly in accord with the laws of Canada.*—(Ibid., p. 23.) 


Compare this concept of a Communist Party with that of Lenin: 


Legal work must be combined with illegal work—The heroes of 
despicable opportunism ridiculed this and smugly extolled the “law,” 
“democracy,” “liberty,” of the West European countries, republics, 
ete. (Selected Works, Vol. X, p. 45.) 

Must we always agree with the majority? Not at all.—(Ibid., p. 
217.) 

It is not verbal recognition that is needed, but a complete rupture 
in deeds with the policy of reformism, with prejudices about bour- 
geois freedom and bourgeois democracy, the geneuine pursuit of 
revolutionary class struggle. 

Attempts are made to recognize the dictatorship of the prole- 
tariat in words in order secretly to drag alongside of it the “will of 
the majority; . . .(Ibid., p. 51.) 


And Dimitroft: 
We Communists employ methods of struggle which differ from 
those of other parties.*—(The United Front, p. 132.) 
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Following the conference the membership of the Party were as- 
ronished to learn through the medium of the daily papers that a new 
political party of Communists was to be formed. 


A PsEupo-Marxist PROGRAM 


The new Party, The Labor Progressive Party, was formed at a 
constituent convention held in Toronto, in August 1943. In explain- 
ing the reason for dropping the word Communist from the name 
Buck explained that in addition to affecting the recruiting of new 
members, the name “Will have even more effect upon the support 
that our candidates receive at the polls.’*—(Victory Through Unity, 


p. 21.) 
As regards the tasks of the new Party, Buck explained: 


The adoption of democratic Canadian poicies in foreign affairs, 
the struggle for sweeping national reforms in domestic affairs, the 
role of government in the maintenance of national prosperity and 
the cementing of unity between the two great peoples, French and 
English speaking, of our country—these must all be faced and ; 
decided upon. Our decisions as a nation on these issues will de- 
termine whether Canada shall go forward or if we shall go back. 


These great issues will be fought out in the main, on the field of 
parliamentary activity." —(Ibid.,p p. 17-18.) 





In his acceptance speech, following his nomination as National 
Leader, Buck returned to the same theme, the decisive importance of 
parliamentary action in the new period when “Old, moth-caten argu- 
ments no longer suffice to meet new conditions.”—(Ibid., p. 35.) 

Buck waxed eloquent. Said he: 


We see in this tremendous democratic upsurge which has found 
expression in parliamentary action an historic movement of the 
Canadian people . . . This mighty democratic upsurge marks a tre- 
mendous forward step. It will bring lasting benefits to the majority 
of the people, however, only if, out of it, there is developed a unified 
political movement of progressive workers, farmers and middle class 
people who can guide that movement steadily forward in a struggle 
to elect farmer-labor governments and finally @ government that 


will establish Socialism in Canada.—(Ibid., p. 56.) 
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Bravo! No spokesman of the Capitalist class could have done a 
better job of eulogising parliament. ‘Tremendous democratic upsurge,” 
“mighty democratic upsurge,” “historic movement of the Canadian 
people.” Votes cast in an election campaign in these “new conditions” 
now become a “mighty democratic upsurge.” 


Lenin had a somewhat different opinion: 


To decide once every few years which member of the ruling 
class is to repress and oppress the people through parliament—this 
is the real essence of bourgeois parliamentarism, not only in parlia- 
mentary-constitutional monarchies, but also in the most democratic 
republics.— (State and Revolution, p. 40.) 


Writing in 1920 for the second Congress of the C.I. Lenin fur- 


ther elaborated: 


. . « The whole history of bourgeois democracy, particularly in 
the advanced countries, has transformed the parliamentary tribune 
into the principal, or one of the principal, arenas of unprecedented 
fraud, of the financial and political deception of the people, career- 
ism, hypocrisy and the oppression of the toilers. Hence, the burning 
hatred towards parliament entertained by the best representatives of 
the revolutionary proletariat is quite legitimate——(Lenin’s Seleced 
Works, Vol. X, pp. 170-171.) 


For: the benefit of those philistines who are so fond of distorting 
quotations from Left Wing Communism in order to magnify the 
importance of parliamentary activity out of all proportion, it should 
be noted that Lenin wrote the above statement ‘wo months after he 
wrote Left Wing Communism. 

However, Lenin did express his opinion regarding Communists 
gaining parliamentary seats in connection with his proposal that the 
Communist Party of Great Britain should enter into an clectoral ar- 
rangement with the British Labor Party. Lenin wrote: 


If the Hendersons and Snowdens accept the bloc on these terms, 
then we gain because the number of seats in parliament is not 4 
matter of importance to us; we are not chasing after seats.* — (Left 
Wing Communism, p. 66.) 
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According to Buck, the “Progressive” workers, farmers and middle 
class people are going to elect “farmer-labor governments and finally 
a government that will establish socialism in Canada.” It is indeed 
all quite simple. First we elect a ‘“‘farmer-labor government” and then 


“finally a government that will establish socialism in Canada.” 


But again Lenin’s viewpoint differed slightly from that of Buck. 
Forty years ago he wrote: 


We are all convinced that the emancipation of the workers can 
only be brought about by the workers themselves; a socialist revolu- 
tion is out of the question unless the masses become class conscious, 
organized, trained and educated by open class struggle against the 
entire bourgeoisie——(Lenin’s Selected Works, Vol. Il, p. 52.) 


And ten years ago Dimitroff stated: 


The experience of the victory of the great October revolution 
on the one hand and, on the other, the bitter lessons learned in 
Germany, Austria and Spain during the entire post-war period, have 
confirmed once more that the victory of the proletariat is possible 
only by means of the revolutionary overthrow of the bourgeoisie, and 
that the bourgeoisie would rather drown the labor movement in a 
sea of blood than allow the proletariat to establish socialism by 
peaceful means.—(The United Front, p. 89.) , 


As Buck’s speech had intimated, the new Labor-Progressive Party 
turned out to be almost exclusively a petty bourgeois, social democratic, 
parliamentary election machine in program, tactics and organization 
and not a revolutionary Marxist workers’ party at all. On the excuse 
that “Canada needs a party of Communists” fhe Communist Party of 
Canada was liquidated one year before the dissolution of the Communist 
Party of the U.S.A. , 

The program of the Labor Progressive Party while paying lip-service 
to the principles of Marxism is saturated with anti-Marxist policies and 
flat contradictions. A Considerable portion of the program is devoted 
to a glorification of bourgeois democracy, of hiding the economic con- 
tradictions of capitalism, of ignoring the class antagonisms of capi- 
talism, of falsifying the theory of the socialist revolution, of distorting 
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the role of the farmers, of perverting the theory of the state, of re- 
vising the theory of Imperialism and of completely perverting the 
theory of the National Question. 


On the National Question the program states first of all that: 


Political equality was won for French Canada by the joint 
struggle of the Reformers and Patriots of Upper and Lower Canada 
a century ago.—(Program, p. 8.) 


It then proceeds to admit on the next page that as a result of: 


Over a century of the deliberate maintenance of fuedal restric- 
tions in the province of Quebec, and from Government policies 
designed to keep French Canada as a zone of specially profitable 
ex ploitation,® the French Canadians suffer the inequalitics of lower 
wages than those paid in English Canada, inferior health, cultural 
and educational standards, incomplete recognition of linguistic rights 
in the armed forces.—(Ibid., p. 9.) 


And on page 31 of the Program, in explaining Confederation, it 
states that: 


By its Federal form, the new state (The Dominion of Canada) 
acceded to the demand of the French Canadians for their own 
autonomous state. 


Such sophistry! ‘Political equality was won for French Canada” 
acentury ago; French Canada constitutes an “autonomous state;” yet, 
acentury later, it suffers from economic, social, and cultural “inequali- 


, 


ties” because of “feudal restrictions” and the fact French Canada con- 
stitutes a “zone of specially profitable exploitation” because of “gov- 
ernment policies.” 

And how does the program propose to rectify these monstrous in- 
equalities imposed on the French Canadians because of “government 
policies”? It is all very simple; through ‘The removal, by Dominion 
and Provincial government action, of all national inequalities in Que- 
dee."— (Tbid., p. 18.) Just like that. The same governments that are 
tesponsible for the inequalities are now to remove them because of the 
“great popular crusade of the people of Canada to achieve these 
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sweeping democratic reforms with which the Labor Progressive Party 
identifies itself.”——(Ibid., p. 18). 


So! This “revolutionary party of the proletariat” instead of 


“standing at the head of” and “leading the working class” now “‘identi- 
fies” itself with the “great popular crusade of the people.” 


The program continues to jump from one absurd contradiction to 
another: 

The Labor Progressive Party declares its support of the Atlantic 

Charter... . The Party declares that the application of the Atlantic 


Charter requires the acceptance of the principle of the full right 
of self-determination for all nations.—(Ibid., p. 13.) 


According to Lenin: 


Self determination of nations means the political separation of 
the nation from other national bodies, the formation of an inde- 
pendent national state.—(Lenin’s Selected Works, Vol IV, p. 251.) 


And further: 


The right of nations to self-determination means only the right 
to independence in a political sense, the right to free, political 
secession from the oppressing nation. Concretely, this political, 
democratic demand implies complete freedom to carry on agitation 
in favor of secession, and freedom to settle the question of secession 
by means of a referendum of the nation that desires to secede. Con- 
sequently, this demand is by no means identical with the demand for 
secession, for the partition and for the formation of small states. 
It is merely the logical expression of the struggle against oppression 
in any form.—(Lenin’s Selected Works, Vol. V, p. 270.) 


We can now establish the following points: 

(1) The French Canadians suffer from economic, social and cul- 
tural inequalities. 

(2) These economic, social and cultural inequalities are due 10 
“government policies.” 

(3) Government policies are political policies. 


(4) Political policies of a dominant nation which result in im 
Posing “economic, social and cultural inequalities” upon a smaller nation 
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within the same state constitute, in fact, national oppression of that 
nation. 

(5) In order to put an end to the oppression of a national minority 
by a dominant nation within the same state Marxism insists on the 
right of self-determination. 

(6) The right of self-determination means “the right to free po- 
litical secssion from the oppressing nation” and “freedom to settle 
the question of secssion by means of referendum.” 

The only logical conclusion, therefore is, that as an oppressed na- 
tion, French Canada should have the right to secede, to decide the 
question by a referendum and that a Marxist Party in English speaking 
Canada is duty bound to fight for the right of secession by French 
Canada. Instead of that, however, this “Marxist Party of the working 
class” proposes that the government whose policies are responsible for the 
political oppression should remove ‘‘all national inequalities in Quebec.” 
One might well ask: Could sophistry and political bankruptcy be car- 
ried further? But in addition to that piece of sophistry, the use of 
the terms French Canada and Quebec interchangeably, as is done in 
the program, is also a perversion of Marxism. Quebec is a province 
within the Canadian State, whereas, French Canada is a nation which 
includes not only Quebec, but also the contiguous areas of Ontario 
and New Brunswick where the French Canadian people constitute a 
majority of the population and where, it is a well known fact, the 
French Canadian people suffer from either economic, social or cultural 
inequalities as bad, if not worse, than they do in the province of 
Quebec. Furthermore, the French Canadians settled in parts of Ontario 


and New Brunswick @ century or more before the British conquest. 


Hence, to speak of removing “‘all national inequalities in Quebec 
rather than the nation of French Canada, is in itself, a vulgarization of 
the Marxian position on the National question. 


The Marxian definition of a nation is as follows: “A nation is an 
historically evolved, stable community of language, territory, economic 
life, and psychological make-up manifested in a community of cul- 
ture.”’—(Sfalin.) It cannot be denied that French Canada fully meets 
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all of the requirements of nationhood designated in the above definition. 
Yet, Stanley Ryerson, National Educational Director of the Labor 
Progressive Party, whose French Canadian forbears date back to 1636 
and who is publicised as ‘'an outstanding authority on the question 
of French Canada,” a graduate of the University of Toronto and of 
the Paris Sorbonne, repeats the same contradictions and errors in 
his supposed authoritative work French Canada. Ryerson writes: 


The question of French Canadian Autonomy, of “Quebec pro- 
vincial rights,” must be recognized by English speaking Canada for 
what it is; the expression of the democratic right of the French 
Canadians to the choice of their own state. Any denial of that 
right is a denial of full national equality. And he adds, further on: 
This mcans unqualified recognition, in practise as well as in words, 
of the principle of full national equality for the French Canadians.— 
(French Canada, p. 178-179.) 


But how does he recognize this right “in practise as well as in 
words”? By demanding the right of secession for French Canada, an 
elementary Marxian principle?- Far be it from him, this scion of a 
French Canadian family dating back to 1636 and of English Canadian 
forbears who participated in the reform movement of one hundred 
years ago, to make such a radical suggestion. He writes: 


The raising of the low living standards which monopoly rule has 
inflicted on Quebec is a common, Canadian responsibility, requiring 
federal, as well as provincial government action.—(Ibid., p. 178). 


In other words, to raise the low living standards that monopoly 
rule which the federal and provincial governments, which administer 
monopoly rule, have “inflicted on Quebec” requires “action” by the 
Provincial and federal governments. Such “profundity” is really 
amazing. 


REVISIONISM ON ORGANIZATIONAL QUESTIONS 


The opening words of the preamble to the Party constitution read 
as follows: 
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The Labor Progressive Party is the political organization of the 
workers, farmers, professional people and all other Canadians who 
toil by hand or brain. 


This explanation of the class forces which the party represents is in 
fact a revision of several basic tenets of Marxism since it claims to 
be a Party “of scientific socialism, of Marxism” and “dedicated to the 
achievement of socialism.” 


It is now nearly 100 years since Marx and Engels first pointed out 
in the Communist Manifesto that: 


Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses, however, this 
distinctive feature; it has simplified the class antagonisms. Society 
as a whole is more and more splitting up into two great hostile camps, 
into two classes directly facing each other: Bourgeoisie and Prole- 
tariat, 


Marx further recognized that Capitalism resulted in “The organiza- 
tion of the proletarians into a class and consequently into a political 
Party.” As regards the other classes Marx stated: 


Of all the classes that stand face to face with the bourgeoisie 
today, the proletariat alone is a really revolutionary class.* The other 
classes decay and finally disappear in the face of modern industry; 
the proletariat is its special and essential product. 


The lower middle class, the small manufacturer, che shop- 
keeper, the artisan, the peasant, all these fight against the bourgeoisie, 
to save from extinction their existence as fractions of the middle 
class. They are, therefore, not revolutionary, but conservative, 
nay more, ‘bey are reactionary,” for they try to roll back the wheel 
of history.— (The Communist Manifesto, pp. 26-27.) 


Writing in 1905, Lenin also pointed to the basic class divisions of 
society and the necessity of a strictly class party of the industrial work- 
ing class even before the overthrow of feudal-military Tsarism: 


The proletarian class struggle for socialism against the most 
democratic and republican bourgeoisie and petty bourgeoisie is in- 
evitable. This is beyond doubt. From this logically follows the 
absolute necessity of a separate, independent and strictly class party.” 
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The Party of a new type based on the teachings of Lenin was rc- 
ferred to by Stalin as the Party of Leninism. Some of the “special 
features of this new party” ‘he outlined as follows: 


The Party must first of all constitute the vanguard of the work- 
ing class. The Party must absorb all the best elements of the working 
class, their experience, their revolutionary spirit and their unbounded 
devotion to the cause of the proletariat. ... The Party is the political 
leader of the working class. 

But the Party cannot be merely a vanguard. It must at the same 
time be a unit of that class, be part of that class, intimately bound 
to it with every fibre of its being. 

The Party is the organized detachment of the working class. 

The Party is the highest form of organization of the proletariat. 
The Party is the fundamental leading clement within the class of 
the proletariat and within the organization of that class. — (Chapter 
on The Party—Foundations of Leninism.) 


Georgi Dimitroff, general secretary of the Communist International 


reiterated the same concepts in 1935: 


We Communists are a class party, a proletarian party. But as 
the vanguard of the proletariat we are ready to organize joint actions 
between the proletariat and the other sections of the working people 
interested in the fight against fascism. We Communists are a revolu- 
tionary party; but we are ready to undertake joint action with other 
parties fighting against Fascism. 

We Communists have other ultimate aims than these classes and 
parties, but in struggling for our aims we are ready to fight jointly 
for any immediate tasks which, when realized, will weaken the posi- 
tion of Fascism and strengthen the position of the proletariat. 

We Communists employ methods of struggle which differ from 
those of the other parties; but while using our own methods in com- 
bating Fascism, we Communists also support the methods of struggle 
used by other parties, however inadequate they may secm, if these 
Hea are really directed against Fascism.*—(The United Front, 
». 132.) 


The independent, strictly class character of a Marxian Party of 
the industrial working class has been amply established by every 
authority on Marxism for the past hundred years. Hence, for a pro- 
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fessed Marxian Party to describe itself as: ““The Labor Progressive Party 
is the political organization of the workers, farmers, professional peo- 
ple and all other Canadians who toil by hand or brain” is a com- 
plete departure from, and repudiation of the basic Marxist-Leninist 
doctrines of: (1) The Class Struggle. (2) The theory of the Prole- 
tarian Revolution, (3) The theory of the Peasant Question. (4) The 
theory of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat. (5) The theory of 
Socialism. (6) The theory of the Party. 


A comparison between the stated character of the Labor Progressive 
Party and that of the Communist Party of the U.S.A. denotes a 
glaring difference. The preamble to the constitution of the American 
Party begins as follows: 


The Communist Party of the United States is the political party 
of the American working class basing itself upon the principles of 
scientific socialism, Marxism-Leninism.—(The Worker, Aug. 12, 
1945.) 


Article 3 of the L.P.P. constitution states: 


Any person 18 years of age or over, regirdless of sex, national 
origin, color or creed, whose devotion to the cause of the people is 
unquestionable, shall be eligible for membership. 


The phrase, “cause of the people,” is absolutely meaningless and anti- 
Marxian. Every political party and its program, including the fascists, 
claim to represent “the cause of the people.” To base eligibility on 
whether or not a prospective member’s devotion to this ambiguous cause 
is “unquestionable” is equally stupid and ridiculous, It is obviously 
impossible to determine in advance whether a prospective member’s 
“devotion” to any “cause” is unquestionable or not. This pedantic 
phrasemongering stands forth in bold relief when compared to the 
corresponding Article in the American Party constitution, which 
states: 


Any resident of the United States, 18 years of age or over. 
regardless of race, color, national origin, sex or religious belief, 
who subscribes to the principles and purposes of the Communist 
Party* shall be eligible for membership.—(Ibid.) 
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Having already revised the basic principles of Marxism in the sphere 
of program and tactics it logically followed that revisionism would 
be also expressed in the field of organization. Article 6 of the consti- 


tution states: 


The basic organization of the Party shall be the branch or club. 
The Party branch or club shall be organized on a territorial basis, 
composed of members residing in the area covered by a given club. 
In exceptional cases, the Provincial Committee may. recommend that 
charters be issued to clubs or branches organized on an occupational 
or language basis. 


This concept of the basic form of organization of a Marxist-Leninist 
Party is the exact opposite of that of Lenin and of the Communist 
International. Said Lenin: 


The main strength of our movement lies in the workers’ organiza- 
tions in the large factories. For in the large factories (and works) 
are concentrated that section of the working class which is not only 
predominant in numbers, but still more predominant in influence, 
development and fighting capacity. Every factory must be our 
stronghold.— (Lenin on Organization, p. 111.) 


On the same question: 


“The Communist Party,” stated R. Palme Dutt, “Requires the 
basing of the Party in the factories, the stronghold of the industria! 
working class, and in the mass organizations of the trade unions, 
etc.”"—(Life and Teachings of Lenin, p. 81.) 


And further: 


The basis of the Party organization, its ‘‘fortresses” are the factory 
nuclei.—(Introduction to Lenin on Organization, p. 44.) 


The L.P.P., however, designates the territorial branch as the basic 
organization and only considers factory branches in “exceptional cases.” 
The real purpose for the organization of the L.P.P. on a territorial 
basis was because it had, in theory and practise, given up any attempt 
to be a Communist Party and constituted in fact, a right wing, parlta- 
mentary, social democratic party with a program of parliamentary 
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reforms designed to outdo the platforms of the bourgeois parties them- 
selves as a workable program for capitalism in the post war. 


This fact is further borne out by the choice of a name, in which 
the chief consideration was given to its “effect upon the support 
our candidate receives at the polls.” Lenin held a very different view. 
“The question of name is not merely a formal question, but one of 
great political importance.’—(Selected Works, Vol. X, p. 205.) 
Lenin further insisted that only the name Communist was politically 
correct for a Marxist Party. 


Four months after the formation of the L.P.P. the national leader- 
ship issued the slogan ““A C.C.F. Labor-Farmer Government.” This 
demand for the election of a C.C.F. Labor-Farmer Government met 
with considerable objection from the membership as they had not even 
been consulted before arriving at such an important change in policy. 


However, this slogan was quickly withdrawn because, as Sam 
Carr explained, it “would have excluded the whole bourgeoisie* from 
the National Unity Camp, and helped reaction to consolidate its 
forces.” — (National Affairs Monthly, Sept. 1944, p. 173.) 


This “terrible” mistake of proposing the formation of a govern- 
ment of workers and farmers without also including the capitalists was 
more fully “rectified” at a meeting of the National Committee of the 
L.P.P., February 12, 1944. At this meeting the ‘Teheran line” of 
Browder was adopted by the L.P.P. in all its essential features and even 
added to. Tim Buck, in his report to the meeting, stated: 


This agreement (Teheran) marks a turning point in the rela- 
tionships between the first socialist state and the great capitalist 
states and, therefore, a turning point in the history of mankind.* — 
(Canada’s Choice, p. 8.) 


An examination of Buck’s statements in Canada’s Choice—Unity 
or Chaos will disprove the validity of Bucks claim of the “contrast 
between Comrade Browder’s approach to Teheran as a platform of 
class peace and our approach to it as a platform of democratic 


” 


struggle see 
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“The Teheran agreement,” stated Buck, ‘is a promise that the 
peoples of the liberated countries shall enjoy the opportunity to 
establish governments of their own free choice and to reconstruct 
their respective national economies according to their own needs 
and desires.” 


This statement, in itself, is an interpretation of Teheran as a “‘plat- 
form of class peace” because the question of the types of “govern- 
ments” and of “national economies” is decided in the final analysis, 
by the respective strength of conflicting class groupings within each 
given country. Even non-Marxists recognize this obvious fact. 


Tue RicHT oF SELF DETERMINATION As APPLIED 
IN GREECE 


Buck’s interpretation of Teheran seems somewhat ironic, to say the 
least, in view of the statements contained in The White Book of the 
Greek National Liberation Front (E.A.M.), representing the following 
democratic political parties, trade unions and youth organizations: 
Union of Popular Democracy, United Socialist Party, Agrarian Party 
of Greece, Communist Party of Greece, General Confederation of 
Workers of Greece, Central All State Employees Committee, National 
Solidarity Organization, United Pan-Hellenic Organization of Young 
People (E.P.O.N.) 

An appeal to the allied governments dated Dec. 30, 1944, by the 
EAM states: 


The British Prime Minister, together with Mr. Eden, departed 
after repeating the assurance—to make it fully clear—that ‘Our 
guns will continue to fire as they are doing now!” In fact, British 
guns, for the sake of supporting more fully the irriconcilables of 
the right, had begun firing immediately at the unarmed people. 
drowning out the bells of the churches of Athens which had been 
ringing to celebrate the arrival of the British official personalities.— 
(The White Book of the Greek National Liberation Front, p. 77.) 


And further: 


We are obliged to express to you the bitterness and the dis- 
illusionment experienced by the Greek people, who for years have 
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struggled hard for their liberties, and for the aims of the allied cause 
at this new failure of our efforts to achieve peace for the country. 
Moreover, we are obliged to protest because those forces which 
conducted the Allied fight in Greece and offered so many services 
to the Allies are considered enemies, and are again to be subdued by 
guns—British guns this time.—(lbid., p. 77.) , 


A proclamation of ELAS, the 50,000 strong liberation army of 
EAM, reads: 


The enemy, being unable to hic our military forces, turned with 
revengeful fury against the non-combatants. “With thousands of 
missiles, Mr. Churchill’s ships, airplanes, cannons and tanks, are daily 
causing the death of women, children and old people and are levelling 
the poor sections of the cities. 


_ Entire neighborhoods, factories and homes of the poor and hos- 
pitals have been reduced to dust. Mr. Scobie’s aim is to change 
Athens—the city which all conquerers and invaders have respected— 
into a heap of ruins, into a vast cemetery. 

In the face of Mr. Scobie’s brutal fury of invasion, the central 
committee of ELAS, in order to save the non-combatants from 
certain death caused by bombs and machine guns, and furthermore 
in order to protect Athens and the Piraeus from certain desteuiction, 
have ordered the shortening of the lines of the heroic defenders of 
the Capital and Piraeus. This reforming of our lines (outside of 
Athens) is not a victory for Mr. Scobie. It is something worse than a 
Pyrrhic victory. It is an indelible stigma and an eternal disgrace 
because only Scobie used the Sacred Rock of Acropolis as a shield for 
a war of annihilation— (Ibid., p. 80.) 


And again: 


_ The mere suspicion that they belong to the EAM side — often 
simply because they came from or lived in districts branded as 
friendly to EAM was sufficient to cause their arrest and imprisonment 
in the police dungeons or concentration camps. Even those who had 
been taken on English ships outside of Greece were not ELAS fighters 
but non-combatant citizens. Even the forces of Zervas, upon fleeing 
from Epirus, kidnapped as hostages, 1,500 non-cambatant citizens 
with the help of the British navy.—(Ibid., p. 108.) 


In an appeal to the International Red Cross regarding prisoners of 
EAM held in prisons and concentration camps the EAM stated: 
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As indicated by the figures we have cited, the total number of 
Greek hostages held in Africa by the English, amounts to 50,000.— 
(Ibid., p. 111.) 


In a final appeal to the governments of the United Nations weeks 


after the supporters of EAM had surrendered their arms, dated March 
12, 1945, the Central Committee of EAM stated: 


Armed gangs of collaborationists and traitors to their country, 
in co-operation with agents of the Government, have unleashed an 
unprecendented terrorism. Hundreds of democratic citizens are 
being arrested, maltreated, reviled in public and executed, Every- 
where the offices of EAM organizations are being plundered and 
destroyed. State authorities prohibit by decrees the circulation of 
the left-wing press. 

Officers and men of the ELAS who surrendered their honored 
arms are abused, maltreated and even exccuted by organized gangs of 
traitors and by the agents of the State. All those who took part in 
the resistance movement are persecuted under various pretexts by the 
State itself.—(Ibid., p. 132.) 

The manifestation on every occasion of the hatred of the extreme 
right for our great Ally, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, is 
characteristic. Insignia and emblems of the Soviet state and pictures 
of its leaders are torn up. Anti-Soviet slogans are given wide circula- 
tion. Contempt for this ally is publicly expressed. 


The appeal continues: 


True to her history, Greece was the first country to rise against 
the barbarous Fascist invaders and wrote with the blood of her 
children the epic of the Albanian (Greek-Italian) war and of the 
National Resistance and gave herself as a holacaust to the common 
Allied cause. Now, following her liberation, she finds herself again 
in the claws of the Fascist clique of collaborationists and traitors. 
In Greece today, while affiliation with the National Resistance 
Movement constitutes a cause for merciless persecution, torture, and 
even execution, affiliation with the traitorous Security Battalions of 
the quisilings constitutes a scroll of honor which elicits rewards in 
the form of promotions, state pensions and other compensations.— 


(Ibid., p. 133.) 
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Buck ATTEMPTs TO PRovE THat CLass COLLABORATION 
IS THE VERY OPPosITE OF CLAss COLLABORATION 


In eulogizing the Teheran accord as the beginning of a new epoch 
of peaceful social progress, Buck continued: 


It opens up the possibilities for a period of great and far-reaching 
economic and social progress. Carried through in the spirit which 
now inspires the United Nations it can result in raising the level 
of economic activity and social progress throughout the world: 
complete reconstruction of Europe and parts of Asia, the building of 
new Cities, new transporatation systems, new industries and the 
revitalization of cultural life. These things would mean literally 
the building of a new world.*—(Canada’s Choice, pp. 10-11.) 


Buck continues ta paint his idyllic picture of the “new world” and 
to refute entirely the historic role of the working class in social progress. 
He states: 


The Teheran agreement marks out the lines of national and world 
policy which alone will bring victory in the war and far-reaching 
democratic progress for all mankind.*—(Ibid., p. 11.) 


Just think! This “diplomatic agreement” between three states 
“marks out the lines” not only of world policy but of “national 
policy,” ie., the policy of each country. And further, these government 
policies “alone” will bring “far reaching democratic progress for all 
mankind.” 


However, Buck warns: 


Domestic policies based upon the perspective of world progress 
through  socialist-capitalist co-operation in aiding the liberated 
nations as envisaged in the Teheran agreement, can be assured only 
by the fullest possible measure of National Unity.—(Ibid., p. 19). 


The successful realization of “Far reaching democratic progress 
for all mankind” then, for which “The Teheran agreement stands out 
as the sole basis” is dependent upon “National Unity” after the war. 


Buck then devotes an entire section of his speech to proving: ‘Na- 
States Buck: 


> 


tional Unity—the antithesis of class collaboration.’ 
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Contrary to class collaboration policies national unity is the policy 
by which the class interests of the working class as a whole will be 
served, by co-operation with the democratic circles of all classes and 
all sections of the Canadian people including a decisive section of the 
capitalist class in carrying through the economic and political meas- 
ures which alone will ensure continual democratic progress and 
without which there is the gravest danger that Fascist-minded ele- 
ments will come to power.*— (Canada’s Choice, p. 21.) 


Here we have a crude attempt to prove that co-operation between 
the working class and ‘‘a decisive section of the capitalist class” is not 
class collaboration but on the contrary, is a policy by which “the 
class interests of the working class as a whole will be served.” What 
is the difference between class collaboration and class co-operation? 
According to Webster’s Dictionary, collaboration is defined as: ‘‘The 
act of performing work or labor together.” Co-operation is defined 
as: ‘The act of working or operating together to one end.” Obviously, 
there is no basic difference between the two terms. They both mean 
working together. Yet, Buck here endeavors to show that National 
Unity, which he defines as co-operation between the working class 
and “the democratic circles of all classes and all sections of the Cana- 
dian people including a decisive section of the capitalist class,” is 
not class collaboration but on the contrary is the policy “by which 
the class interests of the working class as a whole will be served.” 
Or, in other words, Buck tries to prove that co-operation between 
classes is the opposite to collaboration between classes, which is quite 
an ambitious undertaking. But Buck goes farther and warns that 
unless the working class co-operates with “a decisive section of the 
Capitalist class in carrying through the economic and political measures” 
then “there is the gravest danger that fascist minded elements will 
come to power.” 


Let us examine this crude sophistry. What is the ‘decisive section 
of the capitalist class’? The decisive section of the capitalist class 
in any capitalist country is the mono posses, which are decisive both 
*conomically and politically and which are designated as “monopoly 
capital” or “finance capital.” 
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What is the class basis of fascism? According to Dimitroff “Fas- 
cism is the power of finance capital itself.’—(The United Front, p. 11.) 
It has been amply established that the class basis of fascism is the 
trusts, monopoly capital, which also constitutes the decisive section 


of capital. 

‘Cnerefore, when Buck proposes that the working class co-operate 
with “a decisive section of the capitalist class” he is, in fact, proposing 
co-operation or collaboration with monopoly capital, which forms the 
class base for fascism, in order to avoid the “gravest danger that fascist 
minded elements will come to power.” 

The proposal of Buck simply amounts to this: That in order to 
prevent fascism coming to power the working class must co-operate, 
or collaborate, with the very forces which constitute the base for 
fascism, the “decisive section of capital,’ monopoly capital. Stripped 
of its verbiage this absurdity reduces itself to the proposal that the 
working class should collaborate with the very forces which breed 
fascism, in order to prevent fascism from coming to power. 


Unbashed by the absurdity of such nonsense Buck goes on to 
state: National Unity now, to win the war and around policies in 
accord with the Teheran agreement in the post war period, serves the 
highest interests of the working class, the farmers and the urban 
middle class people.”—(Ibid., p. 21.) 

In other words, National Unity, which Buck himself explains 
as co-operation with the capitalist class, i.e., class collaboration, “serves 


Prd) 


the highest interests of the working class. 
Buck then concludes triumphantly: 


It is obvious that National Unity in support of policies based upon 
the perspective opened up by the Teheran agreement is the very 
antithesis of the correctly condemned policy of class collaboration.— 


(Ibid., p. 21.) 


This is really “brilliant.” We are now told that it is obvious that 
class collaboration is the very opposite of class collaboration. Of 
course it might be urged that Buck did not mean monopoly capital 
when he proposed that the working class should co-operate with 4 
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“decisive section of the capitalist class.” However, Buck himself 
makes it clear as to what section of the capitalist class he was referring 
when he asks: 


Is it possible to achieve National Unity in Canada for the carrying 
through of such policies? And Buck answers: Indeed it is . One of 
the best picces of evidence to show that it is possible is to be seen 
in the changing tone and character of opinions expressed by many 
leading spokesmen of the capitalist class.“ One of the most outstand- 
ing of these comes from no less a person than Mr. Morris W. Wilson, 
president of the Royal Bank of Canada.” 


After quoting from Mr. Wilson’s speech to the annual meeting ot 
sharcholders, Buck comments: 


Do not underestimate the significance of those words. They illus- 
trate the fact that the more far sighted men among those who dom- 
inate Canadian economy are realizing that the problems of the peace 
will be tremendous, that failure to solve these problems will entail 
almost equally grave dangers as we are facing in the war; but that 
if the United Nations will grapple with the post-war problems in 
the same spirit that they are grappling with the economic problems 
of war, there is a possibility to avoid decp post-war crises which 
otherwise would be inevitable.*—(Ibid., pp. 25-26.) 


In other words, National Unity is possible because ‘many lead- 
ing spokesmen of the capitalist class” and “the more farsighted men 
who dominate Canadian economy” are “realizing that che problems 
will be tremendous” and “that there is a possibility to avoid deep post 
war crises.” 


So, not only is National Unity possible because of “the more far 
sighted” capitalists who “dominate Canadian economy” but “there 
is a possibility to avoid deep post war crises.” There is actually no 
basic difference between this concept and Browder’s theory of the 
“intelligent capitalists’ who “realize their true class interests” adopting 
policies to make possible “generations of prosperity.” In fact Buck 
Paints a similar picture of prosperity. Regarding the farmers, he 
States: 




















They know as a result of the war that such markets can be main- 
tained by raising the standard of living at home and adopting policies 
of international co-operation which will provide steadily expanding 
markets for the products of Canada’s fruitful farms.— (I[bid., p. 28.) 


And not only are the Canadian farmers to have “steadily expand- 
ing markets” by collaboration with the “more far sighted”? capitalists 
and thus avoid “deep post war crises,” but everyone is to have social 
security. According to Buck: 


The war has shown that every child born in Canada could be 
guaranteed adequate nutrition, adequate medical care, efficient edu- 
cation and hospitalization. Every adult man and woman could be 
guaranteed protection against unemployment, adequate widowed 
mothers’ allowances, free medical care and hospitalization and ade- 
quate old age pensions for every Canadian who reaches the age of 
60. The people of Canada believe these things are possible and they 
want a Dominion Government which they believe will provide 
these things right away.—(Ibid., p. 29.) 


Just to make clear that this Prosperity and social security was fo 
be achieved under capitalism and that he was not referring to socialism, 
Buck states: “Establishment of Socialism is not an immediate issue in 
Canada; it will not be in the immediate Post war period.” (Ibid., p. 
35.) And further: “ . . . The issue of National policy in Canada is 
Social progress versus Reaction’ not ‘Socialism versus Capitalism’,”— 


(1bid.) 


In an article written shortly afterwards Buck elaborates the same 
theme: 


There is no objective basis for any suggestion that conditions, 
objective and subjective, in Canada will be such as to make it pos- 
sible to abolish the profit system here in the immediate post-war 
period.— (National Affairs Monthly, April, 1944, p. 4.) 


This is quite in line with a previous statement: 


Government policies in accord with the Teheran agreement will 
maintain the National income, the level of employment and popular 
purchasing power. They will make possible the achievement of a 
rising level of prosperity.” — (Ibid.) 
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And further: 


On the basis of the Teheran agreement there is now the pos- 
sibility that capitalist economy will be able to avoid a crisis of the 
sort which followed the first world war.—(Ibid., p. 5.) 


Here we have a complete plan for the post war period by the 
Canadian “Marxists”: “Government policies in accord with the Teheran 
will make possible the achievement of a rising level 
of prosperity.”; . . . “there is now the possibility that capitalist 
economy will be able to avoid a crisis of the sort which followed the 
first world war.”; “There is no objective basis for any suggestion . . . 
to make it possible to abolish the profit system here in the immediate 
. . the issue of National policy is . . . not 


agreement . . 


ee 


post war period.”; 
‘Socialism versus Capitalism’.” 

Since it is not possible to ‘abolish the profit system” and since 
the issue “is not socialism versus capitalism” and since it is possible 
for the “achievement of a rising level of prosperity” the task of the 
working class then becomes not the achievement of socialism but of 
“making the system work.” 


THE L.P.P. Procram For MAKING CaPITALIsM Work 


Stewart Smith, National Executive member, explains that: 


Government intervention in the National economy after the 
war, will have large functions in the sphere of foreign markets, 
opening up for Canadian industry vast markets never dreamed of 
before,* and made possible by the establishment of a stable and 
enduring peace after the defeat of Fascism.—(National Affairs 
Monthly, June, 1944, p. 74.) 


Smith then continues: 


But what will be the nature of all this planning? [ec will be 
essentially and fundamentally an agreement between the more far 
sighted sections of monopoly capital, who recognize the need of such 
control and state intervention to make capitalism work, and the 
working class and progressive-democratic forces of the nation. It is 
absurd to think that such controls or state measures could be under- 
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taken without the agreement of the decisive sections of monopoly 


capital.” —(1bid.) 
And just to make it clear Smith reiterates: 


But quite definitely, state policy after the war as during the war 
can achieve very great results in making the system work, and it is 
essential that the working class should support such a policy. But 
this can only have meaning when understood as an agreement between 
labor and the decisive sections of monopoly capital.’ —(lbid.) 


And in the next paragraph Smith elaborates further: 


The working class is for that degree of st4te intervention which 
is needed to achieve certain essential functions in making the capital- 
ist system operate, in averting a crisis, assuring an expanded market, 
etc. The working class attitude towards the problem is precisely the 
same as that of the more far sighted sections of monopoly capital.” 


(lbid.) 


The position of the National leadership of the Labor Progressive 
Party towards the working class, monopoly capital, socialism and 
capitalism is now fully outlined! 


“It is essential that the working class should support’’ a policy of 
“making the system work.” This is to be achieved through “government 
intervention in the national economy after the war” which will con- 
stitute “an agreement between the more far sighted sections of monopoly 


’ 


capital” and “the working class.” This will result in “opening up for 
Canadian industry vast markets never dreamed of before.” All of 
this is based upon “an agreement between labor and the decisive sec- 
tions of monopoly capital.” Not only that, but “the working class 
attitude towards the problem is precisely the same as that of the 
more far sighted sections of monoply capital.” And as for socialism, 
it is just not “possible to abolish the profit system here in the im- 
mediate post war period.” 

According to Tim Buck these policies are put forward by, “... The 
party, which guided by scientific socialist understanding, helps guide 
the working class movement in fulfillment of its tasks in the struggle 
for progress.”’—(Canada’s Choice, p. 46.) 
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Since such policies, which are in essence, advocacy of open, un- 
ashamed, class collaboration “between labor”? and "the decisive sections 
of monoply capital,” are expected to result in “opening up for Cana- 
dian industry vast markets never dreamed of before” it is quite under- 
standable that monopoly capital in Canada should be quite pleased 
with the successful efforts of the National Leadership of the Labor 
Progressive Party to substitute the theory and practise of class col- 
laboration for the Marxian doctrine of the class struggle. 


et 


Compare the position of Buck and Smith with that of Duclos: 
In France ... our anxiety for unity does not make us lose sight for 
a single moment of tht necessity of arraying ourselves against the men 
of the trusts.”’—(Political Affairs, July, 1945, p. 671.) 


Having, in practise, completely repudiated the independent and 
leading role of the working class and subordinated labor to the “decisive 
sections of monopoly capital,’ Buck then appeals to the Tories to also 
become “more far sighted capitalists.” Says Buck: 


The men and women who looked to the Port Hope program as the 
future program of their party, want the party to fight for social 
reform. ‘They will support policies looking to post-war co-operation 
and mutual aid. These young Tories can, if they become siezed with 
the tremendous signifiance of present day developments, become the 
decisive section of the Progressive Conservative Party.—(Jbid., 


p.32.) 


Since Buck had already arrived at the position where the welfare 
of the working class was dependent upon the “more far sighted” 
capitalists the above appeal to the “young Tories” was quite in line 
with Buck’s proposition: 


A high level of employment, maintenance of wage levels, pro 
gressive social legislation and general social progress in the post-war 
years, depends entirely upon the extent to’ which Canada adopts 
policies in accord with the spirit of the Teheran agreement.” —(Ibid., 


p. 41.) 


And not only is employment, wage levels, social legislation and 
general social progress “entirely dependent upon Government policies 
“in accord with the spirit of Teheran,” with the strength and activity 
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of the trade unions playing no role whatever, but the “government 
placed in power” will “probably determine the direction of our national 
development for a generation.”* —(Ibid., p. 37.) 


Tue Communist LEADERS’ CAMPAIGN FOR MINISTERIAL 
Posts IN THE CAPITALIST GOVERN MENT 


With the class struggle, the role of the trade unions and all prospect 
of socialism disposed of ‘for a generation” and the working class com- 
mitted to “making the system work” through an “agreement between 
labor and the decisive sections of monopoly capital,” the next step 
was to complete the marriage between labor and monopoly capital 
through joint operation of the country’s economy by means of a coali- 
tion government of capital and labor. 


The proposal for the establishment of such a government followed 
just thee months later at an enlarged meeting of the National Executive 
of the L.P.P. held on May 26, 27, 28, 1944. Tim Buck presented the 
now fully developed new line as follows: 


Workers, farmers, middle class people, employers, regardless of their 
party, who stand for democracy and reform, should come together 
in unity. A majority of Liberal, labor and farmer M.P.’s can be 
elected in the Dominion election, to form a Liberal-Labor Govern- 
ment, directly including the spokesmen of Labor and truly representa- 
tive of Canada’s national interests now and for years to come. This 
is the only practical road ahead to victory and the reaping of its 
fruits.*—-(National Affairs Monthly, July, 1944, p. 99.) 


Here we have, in the above proposal, the most crude and complete 
revision. of Marxism that has probably ever been advanced by a pro- 
fessed Communist Leader. Classes and parties no longer have any 
meaning. All classes, ‘workers, farmers, middle class people, employers, 
regardless of their party” are to jointly form the government “directly 
including the representatives of labor” and on the basis of support of 
bourgeois “democracy and reform” be “truly representative of Canada’s 


national interests now and for years to come.” 


160 


For nearly twenty years Tim Buck had apparently visualized a 
Libera!-Labor coalition government coming to power in Canada. Speak- 
ing at the Sth Congress of the Communist International on June 26th, 
1924, he is reported as stating: 


A Farmer-Labor government in Canada and the United States 
would be a Liberal-Labor government.—(Report of Proceedings, 


p. 93.) 


The purpose and the composition of the proposed Liberal-Labor 
coalition government was more fully elaborated in subsequent state- 
ments of Buck and of the National Executive of the LPP. 


Said Buck: 


The purpose of a democratic coalition is to head off the danger 
of anti-Teheran Tories securing the government or the balance of 
power. There is a broad common ground upon which the overwhelm- 
ing majority of democratic people—Communists, supporters of the 
C.C.F., the broad masses of workers, farmers, urban middle class 
people, and genuine Liberals among the bourgevisie® are in substantial 
agreement in this connection, that is their desire for domestic and 
foreign policies in accord with the letter and spirit of the Teheran 
agreement. 

That fact, combined with the need to prevent establishment of a 

government subservient to Tory interests, makes election of a govern- 
ment based upon a coalition of democratic forces—uniting the mass 
support of the CCF, the Labor Progressive Party, the progressive 
farm organizations, with the trade union movement and the pro- 
gressive reform Liberals who supported McKenzie King*— _ abso- 
lutely essential—(National Affairs Monthly, October, 1944, pp. 
198-199.) 


This was not simply a proposal that labor or the Labor Progressive 
Party should support the election of a “progressive government” but 
that representatives of labor and above all, members of the Labor Pro- 
gressive Party, should enter the cabinet and assume ministerial posts in 
a coalition cabinet together with the Liberals representing monopoly 
capital, Buck explains: 
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The danger of Tory-Liberal coalition is the negative aspect of the 
electoral situation which makes a coalition of democratic forces nec- 
essary. The positive aspect of this situation is that it brings forward, 
for the first time, the possibility for labor to win direct representation 
in the next Dominion Government. A substantial group of Labor 
members in the House of Commons, with representation in the Cab- 
net, will raise the status and influence of the labor movement in the 
nation.*—(Ibid., p. 198.) 


The National Executive of the L.P.P. in a statement issued at ap- 
proximately the same time as that of Buck not only proposed a coali- 
tion after the election but during the election campaign: 


In order to defeat the forces of Toryism, the L.P.P. proposes 
that the democratic coalition be achieved without delay through 
electoral agreements between the Liberal, C.C.F. and L.P.P. parties.” 


(Ibid., p. 196:) 


Although, as proposed in the above statement, the coalition was 
to be composed of the Liberal, C.C.F. and L.P.P. parties it was ap- 
parent, almost from the time the proposal for a coalition govern- 
ment was first made, that the C.C.F. would not participate. This 
fact was publicly acknowledged by Buck during the summer of 1944, 
when he stated: 


There is no prospect that the C.C.F. will even join in such a 
coalition as Canada will need.—(What Kind of Government, p. 14.) 


Having made this acknowledgment Buck then continued to eulogize 
the Liberal Party and the King Government: 


The proposal for Liberal-Labor coalition expresses the realities of 
the situation. The Liberal Party is a capitalist party, one of the tradi- 
ditional parties of capitalism in Canada. But the overwhelming 
majority of Canadians still support the capitalist parties and the 
government which comes to power after the next election will be 
the government of a capitalist country. The point is that Mackenzie 
King is responding to the possibilities opened up at Teheran and, 
with a powerful labor group as partner in the House representing 
powerful labor support outside, he will go considerably further. 

The King Government, which has organized and leads the war 
effort of which the nation is justly proud, follows a line of policy 
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much closer to that indicated in the Teheran declaration than any 
other except the Labor Progressive Party. Mr. Mackenzie King’s 
role in the London Conference of Commonwealth Prime Ministers 
was a truly Canadian battle for commonwealth policies in accord 
with the spirit of the Teheran agreement.*— (Ibid.) 


The proposed Liberal-Labor coalition very quickly became recog- 
nized as a coalition, which if realized, would have been composed 
of representatives of the L.P.P. and the Liberal Party jointly sharing 
cabinet positions in order to “make the system work.” 


SHOULD COMMUNISTS ENTER COALITION 
GOVERNMENTS? 


Writing on the question of socialists entering a bourgeois govern- 
nent in September 1917, Lenin expressed the following opinion: 


The capitalists, better organized, more experienced in the affairs 
of the ctass struggle and politics, learned its lesson faster than the 
others. Perceiving that the position of the government was untenable, 
they resorted to a measure which for many decades now, ever since 
1848, has been practised by the capitalists of other countries in order 
to fool, divide and weaken the workers. This measure is what is 
known as a coalition government, i.e., a joint cabinet of members 
of the bourgeoisie and renegades from socialism. 


In countries where freedom and democracy have longest existed 
side by side with a revolutionary labor movement, namely, in Great 
Britain and France, the capitalists have frequently and successfully 
resorted to this method. When they enter a bourgeois cabinet, the 
socialist leaders inevitably prove to be pawns, puppets, screens for 
the capitalists, instruments for deceiving the workers.*— (Lenin's 
Selected Works, Vol. VI, pp. 197-198.) 


Referring to the socialists participating in the Kerensky Govern- 


ment in September 1917, Lenin stated: 


Having set foot on the inclined plane of compromises with the 
bourgeoisie, the Socialist Revolutionaries and the Mensheviks. slid 
headlong to the bottom.— (Ibid., p. 202.) 
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And further: 


The lesson of the Russian revolution is that there is no escape for 
the masses from the iron grip of war, famine and enslavement to the 
landlords and capitalists . . . unless they renounce all compromises 
with the bourgeoisie and decidedly come over to the side of the 
revolutionary workers.—(Ibid., p. 204.) 


Lenin had the deepest contempt for workers who strove to “make 
capitalism work.” “, . . The international banner of workers who 
serve capitalism by choice and not by compulsion,” said Lenin, “‘is 
yellow.”— (Ibid., p. $7.) 


Stalin held that agreements with the liberal bourgeoisie were not 
only impermisssible during the epoch of the proletarian revolution, but 
even during the period of the Bourgeois Democratic revolution in Im- 
perialist countries. In 1927 Stalin stated: 


With us in Russia, in 1905, the revolution was directed against 
the Liberal bourgeoisie,” in spite of the fact that it was a bourgeois- 
democratic revolution. Why? Because the Liberal bourgeoisie of an 
imperialist country is bound to be counter revolutionary. And that is 
why the Bolsheviks at that time did not and could mot consider tem- 
porary blocks and agreements with the Liberal bourgeoisie.* —(The 
National Question, p. 233.) 


But according to Buck: 


Establishment of such a government, with Labor as a full partner 
in it, would open a new and higher stage of national progress in 
Canada.— (What Kind of Government, p. 11.) 


In order to justify the proposed complete betrayal of socialism 
which the entry of Communists into Canada’s bourgeois government 
would constitute, Buck endeavored to make the proposal more palatable 
by drawing a comparison with the coalition governments of Europe. 
Buck stated: 


The need for a coalition in which Labor and Capital are repre- 
sented in terms of partnership is not peculiar to Canada. Several 
coalition governments have come into being as a result of the con- 
ditions created by the war and the changing tasks and basis of gov- 
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ernments. The Churchill government in Britain is a coalition gov- 
ernment. The National Liberation Government of Yugo Slavia is 
a coalition government. The Italian government is a coalition. The 
French Committee of National Liberation is a coalition, The Czecho- 
Slovakian government in exile is a coalition. There will be more 
coalition governments as more European nations are liberated and 
freely elect their own governments. In the existing state of political 
organization, and opinion, coalition is the only form through which 
governments can express the anti-fascist unity of all democratic 
people. Such a coalition will be necessary in Canada because: Labor, 
alone, cannot carry through the policies that will be necessary in the 
post war years and capital, alone, will not carry through such 


policies.— (Ibid., pp. 9-10.) 


The above method of presenting the question of labor, and par- 
ticularly Communists, joining a coalition government is a gross dis- 
tortion of Marxian principles and tactics, as is the argument that 
because labor was represented in the People’s Front government of 
France and Spain before the war, therefore, it is correct for Com- 
munists to join a government in coalition with the capitalists during 
or after World War I in Canada. 

Let us first of all examine the position taken by the Communist 
International on this question. 

Speaking on the question of the formation of governments of the 
United Front or People’s Front in 1935, Dimitroff stated: 


_.. We recognize that a situation may arise in which the forma- 
tion of a government of the proletarian united front, or of an anti- 
fascist People’s Front, will become not only possible but necessary 
in the interests of the proletariat. And in that case we shall declare 
for the formation of such a government without hesitation.— (The 
United Front, p. 70.) 


But he explained further: 


Under what objective conditions will it be possible to form 
such a government? In the most general terms, one can reply to 
this question as follows: under conditions of political crisis, when the 
ruling classes are no longer able to cope with the powerful rise of 
the mass anti-fascist movement. But this is only a general perspective 
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without which it will scarcely be possible in practise to form a 
United Front government. 

Only the existence of definite specific prerequisites can put on the 
order of the day the question of forming such a government as a 
politically essential task. It seems to me that the following pre- 
requisites deserve the greatest attention in this connection: 

First, the State apparatus of the bourgeoisie must already be 
sufficiently disorganized and paralyzed, so that the bourgeoise cannot 
prevent the formation of a government of struggle against reaction 
and fascism. 

Second, the widest masses of working people, particularly the 
mass trade unions, must be in a state of vehement revolt against 
fascism and reaction, though not ready to rise in insurrection so as 
to fight under Communist party leadership for the achievement of 
Soviet power. 

Third, the differentiation and Leftward movement in the ranks 
of Social Democracy and other parties participating in the United 
Front must already have reached the point where a considerable pro- 
portion of them demand ruthless measures against the fascists and 
other reactionaries, struggle together with the Communists against 
Fascism and openly come out against that reactionary section of their 
own party which is hostile to Communism.— (Ibid., pp. 70-71.) 


As regards the practical policy of such a government once it was 
formed, Dimitroff insisted that: 


We demand that it should carry out definite and fundamental 
revolutionary demands required by. the situation. For instance, con- 
trol of the banks, disbanding of the police and its replacement by an 
armed workers’ militia, etc.—(Ibid., p. 75). 


But Dimitroff did not consider even a United Front Government 
capable of removing the danger of fascism. 


“But we state frankly to the masses,” he said, ‘final salvation this 
government cannot bring. It is not in a position to overthrow the 
class rule of the exploiters, and for this reason cannot finally remove 
the danger of fascist counter-revolution! Soviet power and only 
Soviet power can bring salvation!”—(Ibid., p. 76.) 


As regards the question of whether or not Communists should 
participate in a United Front government, Dimitroff pointed out that: 
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The question of whether Communists will take part in the gov- 
ernment will be determined entirely by the actual situation prevail- 
ing at the time.—(Idid., p. 108.) 


In countries such as Spain which still had to complete the bourgeois 
democratic revolution Dimitroff explained: 


In countries where the bourgeois-democratic revolution is develop- 
ing, a People’s Front government may become the government of 
the democratic dictatorship of the working class and the peasantry.— 


(Ibid. ) 


In order to more clearly explain the Marxian position on Com- 
munists joining a coalition government we will first deal with the 
People’s Front Governments of the pre-war and then proceed to ex- 
amine the coalition governments in which Communists have partici- 
pated since World War II. 

As regards the People’s Front in France although parties partici- 
pating in the People’s Front formed the government, which followed 
the election victory of April 1936, the Communists did not participate 
in the government which, strictly speaking, wes not a People’s Front 
government. In explaining why the Communists did not join the 
government, Andre Marty, early in 1936 stated that: 


In a certain situation we can join such a government. But we 
shall not join it today. Why? The present government of France 
cannot be identified, for instance, with the bourgeois-Socialist gov- 
ernments of Czechoslovakia and Denmark. Why? Because these 
governments came to power as a result of parliamentary combina- 
tions, whereas the present government in France, formed by the 
Socialists with the participation of the Radical Party and the So- 
cialist Union, came to power on the crest of a mighty wave of the 
People’s Front Movement and on the basis of the program of the 
People’s Front. This program was hammered out during the last one 
and a half years, in the struggle against the most reactionary ele- 
ments of the bourgeoisie, against the fascists. And it is precisely 
because this government was created by an actively operating Peo- 
ple’s Front that the bourgeoisie are compelled to tolerate it. But in 
the above-mentioned countries the position is entirely different. 
There, coalition governments are in power, governments of class 
collaboration with the bourgeoisie, the result of the usual parlia- 
mentary manouvres of the bourgeoisie. 
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Although the present French government was placed in power 
by the People’s Front, the strength of this front is still not suf- 
ficient to establish a real People’s Front government as Understood 
by the Seventh Congress of the Communist International. The aim 
of the Communist Party in supporting the new government is to 
prevent the government from being transformed into the usual gov- 
ernment of collaboration with the bourgeoisie and by following the 
program on which this government. was established to urge it on 
to satisfy the demands of the followers of the People’s Front who 
placed it in power, and first and foremost to satisfy the demands 
of the proletariat who inspired the People’s Front.*—(The Com- 
munist International, August, 1936, p. 944.) 


Here was a government which did not contain any bourgeois po- 
litical parties: 


In this government there are thirty-five members, of whom 
there are eighteen Socialists, including two women; fourteen Radical 
Socialists including one woman; and three members of the Republi- 
can Socialist League.— (Ibid., p. 945.) 


The Radical Socialists Lenin termed a ‘petty bourgeois” party.— 
(Lenin, On Britain, p. 92.) But even though the bourgeois parties 
were not represented, the Communists would not join the government 
because the three conditions of: (1) political crisis, (2) a mass upsurge 
demanding ruthless measures against the fascists and (3) the disillusion- 
ment of the followers of the Socialists with the policy of class collabora- 
tion, had not yet sufficiently matured and acquired a mass character. 

The situation was not such as to enable the government to become 
a “real People’s Front Government” in a position to, as Dimitroff 
said, establish “control of production, control of the banks, disbanding 
of the police and its replacement by an armed workers militia, etc.” 

Therefore, it is clear, the action of the French Communists could 
in no way be compared to the proposal of the L.P.P. to enter a Liberal- 
Labor coalition government in Canada under the conditions prevailing 
in 1945, 

However, the Communists did enter the government in Spain. 
Could that action be used as a justification for Communists entering 
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a bourgeois government in Canada? Let us examine the situation that 
existed in Spain. 

Following the election of February 10, 1936, the People’s Front— 
which included among others the United Trade Unions, Socialists, 
Communists, Anarchists, Basque Nationalists, Catalonia Nationalists, 
Youth organizations and the Left Republican Party—came to power 
and formed the government. Regarding this government I. Hernandez, 
one of the leaders of the Communist Party of Spain, writing shortly 
after the new government’s accession to power, stated: 


We do not leave out of account the fact that the present gov- 
ernment is a Left Republican Government.—(The C.l., August, 
1936, p. 962.) 


According to Hernandez it would appear that, at the time, prior to 
the fascist uprising, the Communists had not even joined the gov- 
ernment. In any event, under this “Left Republican government,” at 
that time, the following had already occurred: 


The state has already provided 87,000 peasants with land... . 

A section of the fascist leagues and kindred organizations such 
as, for instance, the Spanish Phalanx, the Requetes, etc., have been 
disarmed and disbanded. At the present time 5,000 to 6,000 fascists 
are in jail, 

A clean up has begun in the police force, the gendarmerie and 
the army to rid them of reactionary monarchist elements. 

Partial and general strikes take place, accompanied by the oc- 
cupation of factories and ¢oal mines, and in the villages by the 
peasants and agricultural workers. 

The Workers and Peasants militia is in the stage of organiza- 
tion... . 

In actual fact the militia exists throughout the country. The 
militia defends the People’s Front organization against attacks and 
aggression by the fascists and reactionaries, and defends the liberties 
of the people, and the Republic.—(Ibid., pp. 957-58-65.) 


Such was the situation in Spain in the Spring of 1936. 


The political estimation of the Spanish situation by the Com- 
munist Party of Spain was as follows: 
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advantageous position than the enemies of the people. We can come 
out of this struggle victorious. The Party is growing rapidly. But 
the leadership of the Party does not forget that the successes that have 
been achieved are not yet finally corisolidated. At the Present time 
“we are not putting forward the transition from the completion of 
the bourgeois-democratic revolution to the socialist revolution, for 
the establishment of the proletarian dictatorship, as the immediate 
task. But we aim at completing and carrying to its conclusion the 
people’s democratic revolution. This is the basic task of the Spanish 
people at the present moment.— (Ibid., pp. 968-69.) 


Obviously, the situation in Spain was a revolutionary situation—the 
completion of the bourgeois democratic revolution for the removal of 
feudal restrictions. That was the situation in which the Communist 
Party accepted ministerial Posts in the Left Republican Governmerit 
of Spain. Further, the organizations and parties which made up the 
People’s Front in Spain did not include the political parties of the 
big bourgeoisie but werc confined to the organizations and parties of 
the workers, peasants and the urban petty bourgeoisie. 


Neither in France nor in Spain did the governments elected by 
the People’s Front nor the People’s Front itself come into being as a 
result of an electoral agreement but, on the contrary: 

- . . I must stress Primarily that, both in Spain and in France, 
the People’s Front did not start as an electoral combination, but as 
a mass movement which was repeatedly in action before electoral 
agreements and clection victories became possible—Harry Pourrr. 

(bid., p. 974.) 

It is clear, that to attempt to justify the proposal for a Liberal- 
Labor coalition in Canada in 1945 through drawing a parallel with the 
People’s Fronts of the France and Spain of 1936, as was done by the 
National leaders of the L.P.P. at the National Committee meeting of 
August 10-16, 1945, is not only a distortion of Marxism but an un- 
principled falsification of history. So much for the governments formed 
by the People’s Fronts of France and Spain in the pre-war period? 
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THE COALITION GOVERNMENTS OF EuropE IN 1945 


What of the provisional, coalition governments of Yugoslavia, 
Italy, France and Czecho-Slovakia to which Buck referred? Let us 
first of all consider the situation which prevailed at the time these 
governments were formed. Just’ prior to, and following the occupation 
of Czecho-Slovakia, France and Yugoslavia by Hitler’s troops, a con- 
siderable portion of that section of the bourgeoisie which was anti-Nazi, 
fled from these countries. Of the bourgeoisie which remained, following 
the occupation, a large, if not a major section, collaborated with Hit- 
ler’s occupation forces in the suppression of their own people. Con- 
sequently, they were regarded as traitors, 

Following the liberation of these countries by the combined efforts 
of the armies of the United Nations and the local armed resistance 
movements, which in Yugoslavia numbered 500,000 partisans and tens 
of thousands in France, those members of the bourgeoisie which had 
collaborated with the Nazis were hunted down, arrested and in some 
instances, executed for treason. 

In practically every instance the bases for the provisional govern- 
ments were the armed resistance movements, and while the represen- 
tatives of the governments in exile were included in the provisional 
governments at the insistence of the Anglo-American Governments, 
this did not alter the fact that the Provisional governments were rep- 
resentative of and supported by the armed anti-fascist resistance 
movements of the people, the post-war form of the anti-fascist People’s 
Front. 


All of the prerequisites necessary to make the formation of such 
8overnments an “essential political task” as laid down by Dimitroff 


an 1935 were definitely present: 


(1) “The bourgeoisie” could not “prevent the formation of a 
government of struggle against reaction and fascism.” The old “state 
‘pParatus was disorganized and paralysed,” 

(2) “The widest masses of working people” were in “‘a state of 
vehement revolt against fascism” (1,600 of the French resistance 
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fighters gave their lives in the seizure of Paris before the American 
troops reached the city). 


(3) The members of the ‘Social Democratic and other parties 
participating” in the resistance movement were demanding ‘ruthless 
measures against the fascists” and did “struggle together with the 
Communists against fascism.” 

In addition to the above, the policy of a People’s Front govern- 
ment was also put into effect, namely: “Control of production, control 
of the banks, disbanding of the police.” As for the armed militia, it 
was already in existence. And further, the property of collaborators 
(including the huge Renault Auto plant, largest in France) was 
cxpropriated without compensation, and in the countries where absentee 
landlord ownership of the land still existed, the landed estates were 
expropriated and divided up among the landless peasants. In Italy 
the conditions and policies outlined above were, in the main, also 
realized, but under the difficulties of Anglo-American intervention 
in internal affairs. In Belguim and Greece (which were already re- 
ferred to), developments took a different course because in both 
instances representatives of the governments in exile, included in the 
provisional governments at the instance of the British government, 
appealed to and secured the aid of British armed forces. to maintain 
themselves in office after the left wing ministers had resigned from the 
governments in protest against reactionary policies. 


An objective examination of the conditions under which the pro- 
visional governments were formed, the composition of the governments 
and the program and policies which they followed, show conclusively 
that there was no similarity between Communists entering these govern- 
ments and the proposal of the Labor Progressive Party that the Com- 
munists enter a coalition government together with the Liberals in 
Canada. In one instance, it was an “essential political task,” while 
in the other it was unprincipled opportunism which could only mean, 
in practice, the subordination of the class interests of the workers to 
the interests of the Liberal bourgeoisie. 


As for the virtues of the British Labor Party which entered the 
coalition with the Conservatives, here is Buck’s own opinion of it, 


now that it has formed the Government without a coalition: “The Bri- 
tish Government would not be shooting down Indonesian people who 
want only national independence if that government were planning to 
grant freedom to the people of India and Malaya.”— (Atomic Diplom- 
rie p. 21.) In 1943 Buck said, “India will be free.” 


Wry CoALITION GOVERNMENTS IN CHINA? 


The argument is further advanced by certain of the L.P.P. leader- 
ship that because the Communist Party of China proposed to enter a 
coalition government of National Unity, therefore, a government of 
National Unity, a Liberal-Labor coalition, is correct and necessary in 
Canada. What are the facts? 

The facts are that China is a semi-colonial country, an oppressed 
country, whereas Canada is an Imperialist country. Speaking on this 
question in 1927, Stalin pointed out that there is: 


A strict differentiation between revolution in imperialist countries, 
countries that oppress other peoples, and revolution in colonial and 
dependent countries, countries that suffer from the Pepe AUS 98 
pression of other states. Revolution in Imperialist states is one thing: 
in‘ those countries the bourgeoisie is the oppressor of other peoples; 
it is counter-revolutionary in all stages of the revolution; the na- 
tional element, as an element in the ‘struggle for emancipation, is 
absent in these countries, Revolution in Colonial and dependent 
countries is another thing: in these countries the oppression exer- 
cised by the imperialism of other states is one of the factors of 
revolution; this oppression cannot but affect the national bourgeoisie 
also; the national bourgeoisie, at a certain stage and for a certain 
period, may support the revolutionary movement of its country 
against imperialism, and the national element, as an clement in ] 
struggle for emancipation, is a revolutionary factor.—(The Nationa 


Question, p. 233.) 


And further: 


With us in Russia, in 1905, the revolution was directed against 
the bourgeoisie, against the Liberal bourgeoisie, in spite of the fact 
that it was a bourgeois-democratic revolution. Why? Because the 
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Liberal bourgeoisie of an imperialist country is bound to be counter- 
revolutionary. And that is why the Bolsheviks at that time did 
not and could not consider temporary blocs and agreements with 
the Liberal bourgeoisie. On these grounds, the opposition assert*™ the 
same attitude should be adopted in China in all stages of the revolu- 
tionary movement and that temporary agreements and blocs with 
the National bourgeoisie in China are impermissable at all times and 
under all circumstances.— (Jbid., pp. 233-34.) 


“Lenin,” said Stalin, ‘understood that at a certain stage of its 


development the National bourgeoisie in the colonial countries may 


support the revolutionary movement of its country against foreign 
imperialism.”— (Ibid., p. 234.) 


As a matter of fact, the proposal of the Chinese Communists to 
Participiate in a government of National Unity was advanced years 
before the “Teheran agreement” supposedly ‘“‘marked out the lines 
of national and world policy.” Writing in 1939, one of the spokesmen 
of the Chinese Communists stated: 


- . + The long and successful-collaboration of the Communist 
Party and the Kuomintang in the war of National defense determines 


their collaboration also after the war.—(The C.l., July, 1939, p. 
777.) 


And further: 


Victory in the war of national defense will be based upon 
National solidarity, on the collaboration of the political parties, on 
the anti-Japanese national united front. The experience of this col- 
laboration teaches all the anti-Japanese parties and the entire Chinese 
people how necessary it is to continue National solidarity and col- 
laboration for the sake of National renaissance and the reconstruc- 
tion of a new China.—(Ibid., pp. 777-78.) 


It is patently a perversion of Marxism to attempt to draw a 
parallel between the tactics to be followed by the working class in 
a semi-colonial, ‘oppressed country such as China and an advanced 
imperialist country such as Canada because, as Mao-Tse-Tung, the 


leader of the Chinese Communist Party, placed the question, speaking 
on May 1, 1945: 
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The struggle of the Chinese people, for freedom, democracy, and 
a coalition government is actually a movement for unification.— 
(National Affairs, Sept., 1945, p. 242.) 


And the unification of China as a nation is necessary for the 
economic, social and political progress of the country and its inde- 
pence from foreign, imperialist domination. 


THe LPP LEADERSHIP REPUDIATES THE CLAss 
STRUGGLE 


In spite of the opportunity which the National leadership of the 
L.P.P. had to recognize the revision of Marxism which had developed 
in Canada, on the basis of the criticsm of the revisionist policies of 
Browder by the American Communists, not only did they fail to correct 
their opportunist policies but actually developed them further and 
denied that they had followed a revisionist line. 


The resolution adopted by the National Committee, August 10-16, 
1945, reads: 


Objective consideration shows that the policies, the tepislatnye 
proposals and the slogans adopted by the Labor Progressive gee 
during the Federal election campaign were generally correct. td 
L.P.P. will continue to be guided in shaping its parliamentary pro- 
posals and slogans by the need to maintain democratic unity for hie 
complete defeat of toryism in Canada.—(National Affairs Monthly, 
Oct. 1945, p. 281.) 


And again: 


Detailed and objective study shows that the political line of 
the L.P.P. during 1944-45, as set forth in the Party program, reso- 
lutions and election platform, was based upon, and in general cor- 
rectly reflected, the new situation created by thg war and La tre- 
mendous possibilitics that were signalized by the historic Teheran 
accord. The line of the L.P.P. was not based upon revisionist con- 


cepts.*—(Ibid., p. 287.) 


As regards the economic, social and cultural inequalities of the 


French Canadaians, the resolution states: 
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The Labor Progressive Party in French Canada will pay special 
attention to the task of helping the working people there to develop, 
by their own methods of work, the broadest public activity to main- 
tain a high level of employment, decent wages and prosperity 
through the post war years.— (Ibid., p. 285.) 


This is indeed a gem of “Marxian tactics.” The doubly exploited 
French Canadian workers are to achieve ‘decent wages and prosperity” 
through “ the broadest public activity” with the help of the Labor 
Progressive Party. No doubt the French Canadian workers will be 
duly appreciative of this consideration shown by the Labor Progressive 
Party. 


The resolution also puts forward a “profound program for the 
trade unions to follow: 


The trade union movement confronts problems of unprecedented 
magnitude. The shutdown of war industry with mass lay-offs will 
tend to diffuse union membership. The nation wide attempts to 
reduce the wage level will compel the trade union movement to 
fight for maintenance of take home pay. Reconversion will compel 
new intensive campaigns to organize the unorganized. To solve 
these problems and defend the interests of the workers while co- 
operating fully and loyally on joint Labor-Government-Employer 
bodies in post war reconstruction will be a supreme test of trade 
union leadership.— (Ibid., p. 284.) 


One can at least agree with the latter part of the statement: “To 
solve the problem” of “nation-wide attempts to reduce the wage level” 
and “defend the interests of the workers while co-operating fully and 
loyally on joint Labor -Government-Employer bodies” certainly would 
be “a supreme test of trade union leadership.” To maintain wage 
levels against “nation-wide attempss” to reduce them through having 
the leaders of unions “co-operate fully and loyally” with the manage- 
ments is a policy that will, no doubt, duly impress the leaders of the 
trade unions to say nothing of the membership. 


According to the L.P.P. resolution: 
. . . The struggle for aid to the liberation forces in China, to 


free India, of the fight for adequate lay-off pay in Canada, of the 
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fight for more adequate social legislation will involve a measure of 
co-operation—at feast to the extent of joint support for such 
measures—with sections of big business including sections of finance 


capital.*—(Ibid., p. 282.) 


This is indeed interesting! “To free India,” “secure adequate lay- 
off pay” and “adequate social legislation” it is now necessary that 
labor co-operate with “big business.” The people of India, at least, 
will be interested to know of the proper procedure to follow in order 
to secure their freedom. The resolution goes further and claims that 
only through class collaboration can the interests of the working 


class be served: 


The fight to maintain the national front around post war policies 
in accord with the perspectives raised at Teheran is the only course 
by which, in the existing conditions the working class can strengthen 
itself, extend its organizations, raise its standard of life and advance 
its political role and influence in Canada.—(Ibid., p. 282.) 


At the B.C. Provincial Convention of the L.P.P., held in September, 
1945, Sam Carr, National organizer of the LP.P., explained: 


National unity means unity of everyone in the Nation under 
the banner of Democracy. Democracy means homes, jobs, rehabilita- 
tion, freedom of speech and better education.— (The P.A., September 
22, 1945.) 


Indeed! Now we are to have “unity of everyone in the nation,” 
and “under the banner” of bourgeois “democracy.” And this bour- 
geois democracy, if you please, means homes, jobs, better education, 
etc. Of course, to even mention the basic conflict of antagonistic classes 
in this glorification of capitalism would be considered sacrilege. So in 


the same speech we read: 


By raising the slogan of class against class we ignore the fact 
that all of the workers are not agreed on the policies of socialism, and 
that the entire bourgeoisie is not unanimous on the reactionary policies 
of finance capital. We ignore that we have in Canada millions of 
farmers and middle class people who must be provided with a banner 
of working class struggle emanating from the working class and 
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not the bourgeoisie, and we therefore state that issues are the ques- 


tion of the day.—(Ibid.) 


Very enlightening! Having already repudiated the class struggle 
in practice, the National organizer of the L.P.P., a professed Marxist, 
in effect now publicly repudiates the class struggle as the motive force 
in social progress. 


Over sixty-six years ago Engels wrote: 


For almost forty years we have stressed the class struggle as 
the immediate driving force of history, and in particular the class 
struggle between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie as the great 
lever of the modern social revolution; it is therefore impossible for 
us to co-operate with people who wish to expunge this class struggle 
from the movement.—(Marx, Engels Selected Correspondence, p. 
376.) 


The question of whether or not all of the workers are “agreed on 
the policies of socialism’ and whether or not the “entire bourgeosie are 
unanimous on the reactionary policies of finance capital” has nothing 
to do with the question of the struggle of class against class. Under 
capitalism there never will be a time when all of the workers are agreed 
on the policies of socialism. And neither will there ever be a time when 
the “entire bourgeosie” will be unanimous on any policy of reaction. 
Such statements are merely pedantic phrase-mongering. 


Furthermore, the class struggle does not arise because some comical 
pedant raises the slogan of ‘‘class against class.” Engels explained the 
development of the political class struggle of the workers seventy-four 
years ago as follows: 


The attempt in a particular factory or even a particular industry 
to force a shorter working day out of the capitalists by strikes, etc., 
is a purely economic movement. On the other hand the movement 
to force an eight-hour day, etc., law is a political movement. And 
in this way, out of the separate economic movements of the workers 
there grows up everywhere a political movement, that is to say a 
movement of the class, with the object of achieving its interests in 
a form possessing a general social force of compulsion. If these move- 
ments presuppose a certain degree of previous organization, they are 
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themselves equally a means of the development of this organization.— 


(Ibid., pp. 318-19.) 


And as to the independent class role of the working class Engels 
adds: 


Where the working class is not yet far enough advanced in its 
organization to undertake a decisive campaign against the collective 
power, i.e., the political power of the ruling classes, it must at any 
rate be trained for this by continual agitation against and a hostile 
attitude towards the policy of the ruling classes. Otherwise it will 
remain a plaything in its hands.—( Ibid.) 


And this is precisely what the leadership of the L.P.P. have, by 
their policies, been attempting to do with the working class, make it a 
plaything in the hands of the Liberal bourgeoisie. 


If “unity of everyone in the nation under the banner of democracy” 
is not a denial of the existence of classes with conflicting and antagon- 
istic interests then words have lost all meaning. And yet it is now 
ninety-three years since Marx wrote: 


..» No credit is due to me for discovering the existence of 
classes in modern society nor yet the struggle between them. Long 
before me bourgeois historians had described the historical develop- 
ment of the class struggle and bourgeois economists the economic 
anatomy of the classes. What I did was to prove: (1) That the 
existence of classes is only bound up with particular, historic phases 
in the development of production; (2) that the class struggle neces- 
sarily leads to the dictatorship of the proletariat; (3) that this 
dictatorship itself only constitutes the transition to the abolition 
of all classes and to a classless socicty.—(Ibid., p. 57.) 


However, Marx was ruthless in his criticism of those who denied 
the existence of classes and of the class struggle: 


Ignorant louts like Heinzen who deny not merely the class 
struggle, but even the existence of classes, only prove that, despite 
all their bloodcurdling yelps and the humanitarian airs they give 
themselves, they regard the social conditions under which the bour- 
geoisie rule as the final product, the on plus ultra (final limit) of 
history, and that they are only the slaves of the bourgeoisie. And 
the less these clowns themselves understand even of the greatness 
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and temporary necessity of the bourgeois regime the more dis- 
gusting is their servitude—(Ibid., pp. 57-58.) 


Lenin held a somewhat similar opinion of those who denied the 
class struggle. Said Lenin: 


Nicolai-on’s fundamental error is his failure to understand the 
class struggle, this necessary part of capitalism—this lack of under- 
standing makes Nicolai-on into a utopian, for a socialist by ignoring 
the class struggle in capitalist society, ep ipso (thereby) ignores the 
whole real content of the social political content of that society, 
and in order to realize his desire he inevitably takes refuge in the 
sphere of innocent dreams. This lack of understanding turns him 
into a reactionary, for the appeal to “society” and to the “state”, i.e., 
to the ideologists and politicians of the bourgeoisie, confuses the 
socialist and leads him to take the worst enemies of the proletariat 
as his allies;* it only obstructs the workers’ struggle for emancipa- 
tion instead of increasing its strength and clarity and the greater 
organization of this struggle.—(Ibid., p. 361.) 


The farther one goes the more stupidly absurd the entire statement 
of Carr becomes. First, we have “unity of everyone in the nation 
under the banner of democracy.” Then, to raise the slogan of “class 
against class” ignores the fact that not all of the workers are agreed 
on socialism and not all of the capitalists are agreed upon policies of 
reaction, But after having said all this, “millions of farmers and 
middle class people” “must be provided with a banner of working 
So! The banner of working class struggle is to be 
carried by the “millions of farmers and middle class people’ while 
the working class themselves are not ‘“‘to raise the slogan of class 
against class.” 


class struggle. 


But enough of this nonsense which is being palmed off on the 
working class as “scientific socialism” as ‘“‘Marxism.” 


Let us now compare the emasculated, distorted, revised and per- 
verted theories of Marxism propounded by the National leadership 
of the L.P.P. and the theories as originally presented*by the founders 
and greatest authorities of Marxism. 
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Tue THEORY OF IMPERIALISM 


The Teheran agreement . . . opens up possibilities for a period 
of great and far reaching economic and social progress, carried 
through in the spirit which now inspires the United Nations it can 
result in raising the level of economic activity and social progress 
throughout the world: complete reconstruction of Europe and parts 
of Asia, the building of new cities, new transportation systems, new 
industries and the revitalization of cultural life. These things would 
mean literally the building of a new world—Tim Buck (Unity or 
Chaos, pp. 10-11.) 

Is there a possibility of establishing a level of industrial activity 
which will provide full employment in the post war years- Yes, 
there is, and the outlines of the policies which will enable Canada 
to maintain such a level are becoming increasingly clear—T1m Buck, 


(Ibid., p. 23.) 
Now compare Buck’s position with that of Lenin and the C.1.: 


Imperialism is the epoch of finance capital and of monopolies 
which introduce everywhere the striving for domination, not for 
freedom. The result of these tendencies is reaction all along the 
line, whatever the political system, and extreme intensification of 
antagonisms in this domain also.—LENIN (Imperialism, p. 109.) 


The break up of world economy into a capitalist and a socialist 
sector, the shrinking of markets and the anti-imperialist movement 
in the colonies intensify all contradictions of capitalism which is 
developing on a new post war basis, This very technical progress 
and rationalization of industry, the reverse side of which is the 
closing down and liquidation of numerous enterprises, the restriction 
of production, and the ruthless and destructive exploitation of labor 
power leads to chronic unemployment on a scale never before ex- 
perienced.—Program of the C.I. (Handbook of Marxism, p. 980.). 


THEORY OF THE AGRARIAN QUESTION 


The Labor, Progressive Party seeks to arouse the labor and farm 
movements to an understanding of the need for establishing parlia- 
mentary alliances between themselves through the medium of labor 
farmer parties, through electoral agreements and political co-opera- 
tion of all kinds, in order to elect labor farmer governments to carry 
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through urgent democratic reforms.—Program of L.P.P. (Program, 


p. 28.) 


Now conisder Lenin’s position: 


The masses of the rural toilers and exploited, whom the urban 
proletariat must lead into struggle, or at all events, win over 
to its side, are represented in all capitalist countries by the following 
classes: First, the agricultural proletariat, wage workers— 


Second, the semi-proletarian or parcelised peasants, i.c., those 
who obtain their livelihood partly as wage laborers in agriculture 
and industrial capitalist enterprises and partly by toiling on their 
own, or rented, plots of land— 


Third, the small peasantry, ic., the small tillers of the soil who 
possess, either as their own property, or rent, small plots of land 
which enable them to meet the requirements of their families and 
their farms without hiring outside labor. 


. Bourgeois scientists—do everything to obscure the wide 
gulf that separates the above mentioned classes in the rural district 
from the exploiters, the landlords and the capitalists, and which also 
separates the semi-proletarians and small peasants from the big 
peasants.—Lenin on the Agrarian Question. (Selected Works, Vol. 
X, pp. 219-20-21.) 


It is a recognized fact that the existing farm movements both 
economic and political, are dominated and led by the large bourgeois 
farmers and that consequently a “parliamentary alliance’ with them 
under present conditions would be an alliance, not with those sections 
of the rural population which are the natural allies of the urban workers, 
but with the agrarian bourgeosie. Hence, the program of the L.P.P. 
obscures the existence of class antagonisms in the countryside and 
advocates policies which Dimitroff termed the “unprincipled tactics” 
of “purely parliamentary agreements’ which could only result in 
subordinating the rural poor and the labor movement to the agricul- 
tural bourgeoisie. 
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THEORY OF THE NATIONAL QUESTION 


The ideal towards which Canada’s foreign policy should aim 
is that of Canada playing a democratic role as a sovereign state in 
a world association of sovereign states. 


Such an ideal does not exclude or contradict continued Cana- 
dian membership in the Britsh Commonwealth; on the contrary, it 
envisages development of Canada’s role in the Commonwealth to 
one of increasing importance.—Tim Buck. (Canada’s Choice, p. 30.) 

Thus the Commonwealth, a voluntary association of free sover- 
eign nations, is part of an Empire of which the vast colonial pos- 
sessions belong, with minor exceptions, to the metropolis, (Britain, 
F.M.) of the Comonwealth alone.”—Tim Buck, (National Affairs, 
June, 1944, p. 68). 


As matters stand, it is no more possible for Canada to evade 
her share of responsibility for Empire policies than for the Canadian 
people to escape their results.—(Jbid.) 


Important as Empire trade will be to Canada after the war, Im- 
perial preferences will Le only secondary to the broader aim 
of a tremendous expansion of world trade in general. For Canadians 
it must be secondary even to a tariff agreement between Canada, 
the United Kingdom and the United States. 


Certainly Canada will not, cannot, agree to any Empire or Com- 
monwealth policy which could bring us to cross purposes with the 
United States.—(lbid., pp. 70-71.) 


Here we have a program, outlined by a professed Marxist, for 
Canadian Imperialism to follow in the sphere of foreign policy. A 
program designed to bring the greatest amount of profit to Canadian 
monopoly capital through wider trade agreements while maintaining 
the present Imperial preference trade agreements within the Empire. 


Consider the propositions which Buck here advances: Canada is 
a part of the British Commonwealth of Nations. The Commonwealth 
is composed of the dominant sovereign nations within the British 
Empire (the other countries of which are denied the right ot self- 
government and independence and are subject nations). 


It is not “possible for Canada to evade here share of responsibility 
for Empire policies,’ or “for the Canadian people to escape their 
results.” Which means, in fact, that Canada must also share respon- 
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sibility for the policies which hold in subjection the people of these 
“vast colonial possessions” whose population amounts to 600,000,000; 


over one-quarter of the population of the world. But Buck states, 
“Important as Empire trade will be,” ie., sharing in the super-exploi- 
tation of the colonial people through Imperial preferences, it is also 
important to extend trade agreements with other countries. However, 
although Canada should play a “democratic role” as a “sovereign state,” 
this does not “exclude or contradict continued Canadian membership 
in the British Commonwealth; on the contrary, it envisages develop- 
ment of Canada’s role in the Commonwealth to one of increasing 
importance.” 

In other words, while Canadian Imperialism should participate in 
“a tremendous expansion of world trade in general” it should also not 
only continue its membership in the Commonwealth and Empire but 
play “a role of increasing importance.” 


Consider Lenin’s position on the Colonial question: 


Can a nation be free if it oppresses other nations? It cannot.— 
(Selected Works, Vol. IV, p. 267.) 


And Lenin quotes Marx in connection with Ireland: 


. It is in the direct and absolute interest of the English 
working class to get rid of their connection with Ireland—The Eng- 
lish working class will never accomplish anything before it has got 
rid of Ireland—English reaction in England had its roots . .. in 
the subjugation of Ireland, (Marx’s italics). 


And further: 


Imperialism is the progressing oppression of the nations of the 
world by a handful of Great Powers; it is the epoch in which the 
masses of the people are deceived by the hypocritical social-patriots, 
ie, people who under the pretext of “freedom of nations,” “right 
of nations to self-determination,” and ‘defense of the fatherland,” 
justify and defend oppression of a majority of the world’s nations 
by the Great Powers. 


This is precisely why the central point in the Social-Democratic 
programme must be the distinction between oppressing and op- 
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pressed nations, which is the essence of imperialism, which is falsely 
evaded by the social-chauvinists. This distinction is not important 
from the point of view of bourgeois pacifism, or the petty-bourgeois 
utopia of peaceful competition among independent nations under 
capitalism, but it is most important from the point of view of 
the revolutionary struggle against Imperialism.— (Selected Works, 
Vol. V, p. 284.) 


Writing in Socialism and War, Lenin stated: 


The Socialists cannot reach their great aim without fighting 
against every form of national oppression. . . . A Socialist of a 
great nation or a nation possessing colonies who does not defend this 
right is a chauvinist.—(Socialism and War, p. 25.) 


Lenin concludes the chapter as follows: 


“No people oppressing other nations can be free.” (Marx and 
Engles). No proletariat reconciling itself to the least violation by 
“its? nation of the rights of other nations can be socialist.:—(lbid., 


p. 26.) 


Can it be denied that Canada’s continued membership in the British 
Empire, through the medium of the British Commonwealth, in view of 
the fact it has sovereignity, is for the chief purpose of participating 
with the other commonwealth states, by means of Imperial preference 
trade agreements, in the joint super-exploitation and subjugation of 
the colonial peoples? No! It cannot be denied. Can it be denied 
that the working class of Canada must also share “responsibility for 
Empire policies” as an integral part of the Empire? No! It cannot. 


Can it be denied that by sharing responsibility for such policies, 
which include colonial oppression and participation in the exploitation 
of the colonial people, that the Canadian working class is “reconciling 
itself to” the “violation by its nation of the rights of other nations?” 
No! Neither can this fact be denied. 


And how does the “Marxist,” Tim Buck, propose to deal with this 
problem? “By developing Canada’s role in the Commonwealth to one 
of increasing importance” and by making “Imperial preferences second- 
ary to the broader aim of a tremendous expansion of world trade.” 
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In other words, by “bigger and better” methods of expanding markets 
and exploitation by Canadian monopoly capital. 


So much for the treatment of the Colonial Question by the leader- 
ship of the Labor Progressive Party. 


THE NATIONAL QUESTION AND FRENCH CANADA 


“A nation is an historically evolved, stable community of language, 
territory, economic life, and psychological make-up manifested in a 
community of culture.”—Séalin. 


Does French Canada constitute a nation in accordance with the 
above definition? Yes!+It certainly does. French Canada has existed 
as a stable community for over 300 years, ie., over a century before 
English settlement in Canada. French Canada has a common language 
and territory, a highly developed and well-balanced economy and a 
developed culture that is specifically French Canadian. French Canada 
was conquered by the British in 1759 and forcibly brought under 
British rule. 


According to Tim Buck: 


Inequalities still persist in French Canada. And further: “The low 
wage level, the intolerably low standard of public education and social 
services, the high rate of infant mortality, the high death rate from 
tuberculosis are but evidence of the conditions created by the sys- 
tematic economic discrimination from which the workers, farmers, 
and lower middle class people of the towns and cities, suffer in the 
province of Quebec.— (Unity or Chaos, p. 31.) 


The statement of the August, 1945, National Committee meeting 
of the L.P.P. claims: 


The struggle again social inequalities remains an outstanding 
task in Quebec.—(Nationgl Affairs, October, 1945, p. 285.) 


According to Stanley Ryerson, the L.P.P. “authority” on French 
Canada: 


The low wages paid to the French Canadian workers in Quebec 
are a curse to the whole Quebec people. 
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As regards infant mortality, while the rate for Canada as a whole 
per 1,000 live births was 59.7, that of Three Rivers, Quebec was 297. 
In other words, almost one of every three babies born in Three Rivers 
died before it was a year old because of poverty and inadequate health 


services. 


And how do Buck and Ryerson propose to overcome these admitted 


inequalities. According to Buck: 


Correction of this situation is a National duty. Leadership in its 
correction should come from the Dominion Government.—(Unity 


or Chaos, p. 31.) 
And according to Ryerson: 


The raising of the low living standards which monopoly rule has 
inflicted on Quebec is a common, Canadian responsibility, requiring 
federal as well as proviacial government action—(French Canada, 
p. 178.) 


And according to the L.P.P. program: 


The party presses the governments, provincial and federal, to take 
immediate measures to redress the burning grievances of the French 


Canadian people.—(Program, p. 9.) 


But enough of these caricatures of Marxism, let us now consider 


the Marxian position on the National Question. 
According to Lenin: 


We demand the freedeom of sclf-determination, i.e., the freedom 
of secession for the oppressed nations, not because we dream of 
economic disintegration, or because we cherish the ideal of small 
states, but, on the contrary, because we are in favour of large states, 
and of the closer unity and even the fusion of nations, but on a truly 
democratic, truly international basis, which is inconceivable without 
the freedom of secession — (Selected Works, Vol. V, p. 289.) 


And again: 


The Social-Democrats of the oppressing nations must demand the 
freedom of secession for the oppressed nations, for otherwise recog- 
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nition of the equal rights of nations and of the international solidarity 
of the workers in reality remains an empty phrase, mere hypocrisy.— 


(Ibid., p. 284.) 


In these two quotations Lenin makes it clear that democratic unity 
of nations is inconceivable, and the equality of nations is an empty 
phrase unless such democratic unity and equality is based on the right 
of secession. 

However, what position does the Labor Progressive Party take? The 
program reads: “. . . Political equality was won for French Canada 
by the joint struggle of the Reformers and the Patriots of Upper and 
Lower Canada a century ago.” and then, in the next page, proves the 
opposite: ‘‘These elements of National inequality stem from over 4 
century of deliberate maintenance of feudal restrictions in the province 
of Quebec, and from Government policies* designed to keep French 
Canada as a zone of specially profitable exploitation.” 

Such an absurd contradiction could not arise from Marxian dia- 
lectics but only from petty bourgeois eclecticism. 


Ryerson, in his so-called “authoritative work,’ French Canada, 
states: 


The position of the French Canadians is that of a nation which has 
won the essentials of political equality* within the Canadian Federal 
state... . 


What are the essentials of political equality for a minority nation 
within a given state? According to Lenin the essential question is, the 
right to secede and form an independent state. Has Ryerson or the 
leadership of the Communist movement in Canada ever advanced the 
demand for the right of secession for French Canada during the twenty- 
three years since the Communist Party was first formed? If they have, 
there is no evidence of it. 


On this point Lenin wrote: 


The Socialist of an oppressing nation, who does not conduct propa- 
ganda, both in peace and wartime, in favor of the freedom of secession 
for the oppressed nations, is not a socialist and not an internationalist, 
but a chauvinist.— (Selected Works, Vol. V, p. 287.) 
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Of Socialists who did not champion the right of secession for 
a minority nation on the excuse that it was “utopian” or of those 
who regarded it as “excessive” Lenin wrote: 


They justify their opportunism, they make it easier to deceive 
the people, they evade precisely the question of the frontiers of a 
state which forcibly retains subject nations, etc. 


Both groups are opportunists who prostitute Marxism and who 
have lost all capacity to understand the theoretical significance and 
the practical urgency of Marx’s tactics, an example of which he gave 
in relation to Ireland.—(Ibid., p. 277.) 


Our examination has shown that the leadership of the L.P.P., in 
dcaling with the National and Colonial questions as regards the British 
Empire and French Canada, have also prostituted Marxisnt. 


THEORY OF THE STATE 


Frederick Engels, in The Origin of the Family, Private Property 
and the State, characterized the State as follows: 


As the state arose out of the need to hold class antagonisms in 
check; but as it, at the same time arose in the midst of the conflict 
of these classes, it is, as a rule the state of the most powerful, eco- 
nmoically dominant class polititically, and thus acquires new means 
of holding down and exploiting the oppressed class. 


“The modern representative state,” Engels added, “is the instru- 
ment of the exploitation of wage labor by capital.” 


This explanation of the state is quite simple and understandable: 
The class which is dominant economically, by virtue of that fact, is as 
a rule, also dominant politically. 


This dominant class acquires state power because of the need “‘to 
hold class antagonisms in check” and having achieved power ‘“‘acquires 
new means of holding down and exploiting the oppressed class. In 
modern society, therefore, the state ‘Is the instrument of the exploita- 
tion of wage labor by capital.” 


“A standing army and police,’ Lenin said, ‘‘are the chief instru- 
ments of state power.” (State and Revolution, p. 19.) 
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And further: 


In a democratic republic, Engels continues, wealth wields its 
power indirectly, but all the more effectively, first by means of 
“direct corruption of officials” (America); second, by means of 
“the alliance of the government with the stock exchange” (France 
and America).”—( Ibid., p. 13.) 


The state, then, according to Engels and Lenin, is the instrument 
of the capitalist class generally and of its most powerful section, 
monopoly capital in particular, for the oppression and exploitation of 
wage labor, ic., the working class. 


Now try and reconcile this position of Marx, Engels and Lenin with 
Tim Buck: 


The powerful sentiment for labor representation makes it pos- 
sible to win a place for labor as an independent partner in a govern- 
ment representing the unity of the overwhelming majority of 
Canadians around policics in accord with the new world perspective 
outlined at Teheran. Establishment of such a government, with 
labor as a full partner in it, would open a new and higher stage of 
National progress in Canada.— (What Kind of Government, p. 11.) 


Or take the position of Stewart Smith: 


State policy after the war as during the war can achieve very 
great results in making the system work, and it is essential that the 
working class should support such a policy. But this can only have 
meaning when understood as an agreement between labor and the 
decisive sections of monopoly capital.—(National Affairs Monthly, 
June, 1944, p. 74.) 


So! “Labor and decisive sections of monopoly capital” should have 
an agreement to “make the system work” through “state policy.” The 
state is no longer to be an “instrument of oppression” of labor by 
monopoly capital but labor and monopoly capital are to jointly use 
the state to “make the system work.” 


This L.P.P. concept of the state is really “brilliant.” 


How correct Lenin was when he wrote: 
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The petty-bourgeois democrats, these sham socialists who have 
substituted for the class struggle dreams of harmony between classes, 
imagined even the transition to socialism in a dreamy fashion—not 
in the form of the overthrow of the rule of the exploiting class, 
but in the form of the peaceful submission of the minority to a 
majority conscious of its aims. This petty-bourgeois Utopia, indis- 
solubly connected with the idea of the state being above classes, in 
practice led to the betrayal of the interests of the toiling classes. . . . 


Marx fought all his life against this petty-bourgeois socialism.— 
(State and Revolution, p. 23.) 


Speaking of the major issues of the post-war, Buck claimed: 


These great issues will be fought out, in the main, on the field of 
parliamentary activity.—(Victory Through Unity, p. 18.) 


As if in answer to this sophism, Lenin wrote in 1917: 


Take any parliamentary country, from America to Switzerland, 
from France to England, Norway and so forth—the actual work of 
the “state”? there is done behind the scenes and is carried out by 
departments, the offices and the staffs, Parliament itself is given up 
to talk for the special purpose of fooling the “common people.”— 
(State and Revlution, p. 40.) 


The glaring contradiction between the estimation of the strate by 
Tim Buck and Stewart Smith on the one hand, and Marx, Engels and 
Lenin on the other, is clear for all to see. 


THE THEORY OF THE Party 


The Labor Progressive Party is the political organization of the 
workers, farmers, professional people and all other Canadians who 
toil by hand or brain.—(L.P.P. Constitution, p. 1.) 


Compare this concept with Lenin: 


Social Democracy absolutely insists on the need for complete 
independence for the party of the proletariat—(Selected Works, 
Vol. HI, p. 121.) 
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Or with this: 


By educating a Workers’ Party, Marxism educates the vanguard of 
the proletariat, capable of assuming power and of leading the whole 
people to socialism, of directing and organizing the new order, of 
being the teacher, guide and leader of all the toiling and exploited 
in the task of building up their social life without the bourgeoisie 
and against the bourgeoisie. As against this, the opportunism pre- 
dominant at present breeds in the workers’ parties, representatives of 
the better paid workers, who lose touch with the rank-and-file, “get 
along” fairly well under capitalism, and sell their birthright for a 
mess of pottage, i.e., renounce their role of revolutionary leaders of 
the people against the bourgeoisie—(State and Revolution, pp. 
23-24.) 


The constitution of the L.P.P. further states that: 


The Labor Progressive Party defends the institutions and rights 
of popular liberty against any subversive and reactionary minority 
groups who may seek to destroy them. 


And the preamble concludes: 


There is no place in this party for any indivdual or group seeking 
to undermine, subvert or abrogate democracy. 


Compare this attitude towards bourgeois democracy with that of 


Lenin: 


Bourgeois democracy, while constituting a great historical advance 
in comparison with mediacvalism, nevertheless remains and cannot 
but remain under capitalism, restricted, trucated, false and hypo- 
critical, a paradise for the rich and a trap and snare and a deception 
for the exploited, for the poor.—(The Proletarian Revolution and 
the Renegade Kantsky, p. 26.) 


And further: 


We are governed( and our state is “run”) by bourgeois bureau- 
crats, by bourgeois judges—such is the simple, indisputable and 
obvious truth, which tens and hundreds of millions of the exploited 
classes in all bourgeois countries, including the most democratic, 
know from their living experience, feel and realize every day.— 


(Ibid., p. 31.) 
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But “Proletarian democracy,” said Lenin, “is a million times more 
democratic than any bourgeois demcracy; the Soviet government is a 
million times more democratic than the most democratic bourgeois 


republic.” —(Ibid., p. 30.) 


What the constitution of the L.P.P. should have stated and which 
the action of their leadership has proven, is: “There is no place in 
this Party for any individual or group seeking to replace bourgeois 
democracy with proletarian democracy, with socialism.” 


THE THEORY OF THE PROLETARIAN REVOLUTION 


Having repudiated the very foundation of Marxism, the doctrine 
of the class struggle, the theoreticians of the Labor Progressive Party 
naturally could not speak of the Theory of the Proletarian Revolution, 
ie, the period in which the working class would take political power 
and, as Lenin said, substitute the dictatorship of the proletariat for 
the dictatorship of the bourgeosie. Neither could or did they refer 
to the dictatorship of the proletariat nor the theory of socialism except 
in a vague, distorted and unintelligible way. For instance, the question 
of capturing political power and establishing socialism is referred 
to by Buck as follows: 


This mighty democratic upsurge marks a tremendous forward 
step. It will bring lasting benefits to the majority of the people, 
however, only if, out of it, there is developed a unified political 
movement of workers, farmers and middle class people who can 
guide that movement steadily forward in a struggle to elect farmer- 
labor governments and finally a government that will establish 
socialism in Canada.—(Victory Through Unity, p. 56.) 


About all the sense one can gather from this is that sometime, in 
the distant future, the “progressive workers, farmers and middle class 
people” will “struggle to elect” a “government that will establish 
socialism in Canada.” 

So! The Theory of the Proletarian Revolution, the Theory of the 
Dictatorship of the Proletariat and the Theory of Socialism are all 
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disposed of,,in such a manner 4s to constitute a complete perversion 
of Marxism, in one garbled sentence. 


Writing on these questions in August, 1917, Lenin expressed the 
following viewpoint: 


Let us, however, cast a general glance over the history of the more 
advanced countries during the end of the nineteenth and beginning 
of the twentieth centuries. We shall see that the same process has 
been going on more slowly, in more varied forms, on a much wider 
field: on the one hand a development of parliamentary power, not 
only in the republican countries (France, America, Switzerland), 
but also in the monarchies (England, Germany to a certain extent, 
Italy, the Scandinavian countries, etc.) ; on the other hand, a struggle 
for power of various bourgeois and petty-bourgeois parties distribut- 
ing and redistributing the “spoils” of official berths, the foundations of 
capitalist society remaining all the while unchanged; finally, the 
perfecting and strengthening of the “executive power,” its bureau- 
cratic and military apparatus. 

There is no doubt that these are the features common to the latest 
stage in the evolution of all capitalist states generally... . 


Imperialism in particular—the era of banking capital, the era 
of gigantic capitalist monopolies, the era of the transformation of 
monopoly capital into state monopoly capitalism—shows an unpre- 
cedented strengthening of the state machinery and an unprecendented 
growth of its bureaucratic and military apparatus, side by side with 
the increase of repressive measures against the proletariat, alike in 
the monarchial and the freest republican countries.—(State and 
Revolution, pp. 28-29.) 


This description of the modern capitalist state and the struggle of 
middle class and capitalist parties for the “spoils of official berths” 
while the foundation of capitalist society and its state apparatus remain 
basically unchanged, is as true today as it was when it was written 
twenty-eight years ago. 


In the same chapter Lenin pointed out how opportunism evaded the 
question of state power. Lenin wrote: 


Opportunism does not lead the recognition of class struggle up to 
the main point, up to the period of transition from capitalism to 
communism, up to the period of overthrowing and completely abol- 
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ishing the bourgeoisie. In reality this period inevitably becomes a 
period of unusually violent class struggles in their sharpest possible 
forms and, therefore the state during this period inevitably must be a 
state that is democratic in a new way (for the proletariat and the 
poor in general) and dictatorial in a new way (against the bour- 
geoisic). 

Further, the substance of the teachings of Marx about the state 
is assimilated only by one who understands that the dictatorship of a 
single class is necessary not only for any class generally not only for 
the proletariat which has overthrown the bourgeoisie but for the 
entire historic period which separates ‘capitalism from “classless 
socicty,” from Communism. The forms of bourgeois states are 
exceedingly variegated, but their essence is the same: in one way or 
another, all these states are in the last analysis inevitably a dictatorship 
of the bourgeoisie. The transition from Capitalism to Communism 
will certainly bring a great variety and abundance of political forms, 
but the essence will inevitably be only one: the dictatorship of the 
proletariat.— (Ibid., p. 30.) 


Instead of organizing, unifying and educating the working class 
as to the real character of capitalism, the need of socialism and the 
methods to be employed in achieving socialism, the leadership of the 
L.P.P. has done the exact opposite: glorification of capitalism, repudi- 
ation of socialism and has attempted to abolish in theory, class dis- 
tinctions and the real role of political parties. In fact, the federal 
platform of the L.P.P. attempts to outdo the platforms of the bourgeois 
parties themselves in singing paeons of praise to Imperialism and sub- 
mitting plans for the further expansion and development of Canadian 
imperialism in order to make Canada a bigger and better Imperialist 
power. 


The following extracts from the L.P.P. 1945 Federal Election 
Platform illustrate perfectly the degree to which the L.P.P. has degen- 
erated into a petty-bourgeois, liberal-labor party, whose main task is 
glorification of Canadian Imperialism: 


We can establish a partnership between labor, management and 
government for reconversion from war to peace-time industry. 


We can maintain in the peace the high level of national income 
that has been achieved during the war. 
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5 tS! > 2 oe a> ce . 99 e : ” 
We can restrict monopolistic practices, protect small businesses the other hand, “sinister forces,” ‘‘reactionary forces,” ‘Toryism, 














and give full scope to the development of our national resources. etc. A division which transcends all class lines and party lines. 

We can establish the eight-hour day and 40-hour week at decent , Frit Ace Pace Bd Hal de iss a 
wages and guarantee, by law, the right to trade union organization The balance of t ie election piat ipl aaa ’ ge part, 
and collective bargaining. a platform for Canadian monopoly capital to follow for the greater 

We can extend to all of Canada’s youth the fullest opportunity glory of Canadian Imperialism. In the first section we read: 
to learn, to train and to be usefully employed. ae i 

We can ensure to the women of Canada full equality of oppor- The central problem of oaaberie bie hae! a 7 the 
tunity, to enable them to play their rightful part in public affairs war will be to ae the ee be don The ae oe 
and industry power at a prosperity level. This can be done! e war has prove 

Ww. is f he eh i h that the nation, through its elected government, can direct ifs 

eine sereguara the 1E - fe ig ish lana ae ily, thoughts, economy so as to maintain any desired level of production within our 
to worship in our own way, and freely organize politically. physical capacity.” 

We can live together, in harmony, English and French Canadian ; Nae 
through the enjoyment of equal rights in a Confederation brought This is indeed a “‘scientific” assertion for professional “Marxists 














up to date by constitutional reforms. to make. But to continue with the instructions of the L.P.P. leader- 


The approaching victory of the peoples will make possible long ship to the Canadian capitalist class on how to “‘make capitalism work,” 
years of world prosperity on the secure foundation of United Nations 
friendship and co-operation. Canada, as a leading exporting nation, 
must play her full part in the reconstruction of liberated Europe and 
Asia. Increased world trade, together with rising living standards at 
home, will enable Canada to maintain her present National income 
and a high level of prosperity after the war. 


we get the following: 


Hand in hand with reconversion the minister of Reconstruction 
should see to the establishment of vital basic industries in Canada— 
production of aviation engines, expansion of iron ore smelting, 
modern synthetics and plastics, more extensive use of Canada’s vast 

These things can be done (their italics), provided there is unity resources of coal and petroleum, etc. 
of the democratic, forward-looking forces in Canadian life. They will 
not be done if the Tory enemies of the people’s interest and demo- 
cratic reforms are allowed to capture federal power through a 
coalition of reactionary forces. 














The Canadian government must assume responsibility for main- 
taining our national exports at a level of two billion dollars a year. 
This can be done through government aid in the organization of 
private and government large-scale long-term loans, export credits 
and lend-lease aid to the countries devastated by the war, to Latin 
America and to the economically backward colonies of Asia and 
Africa. 











This set of utopian election promises in the “traditional style” of 
Canadian bourgeois politics is in actual fact an attempt to outdo even 


the bourgeois Liberal Party. The points which have been italicised Canada’s government must ensure that every Canadian obtains 


constitute a direct repudiation of Marxism. But the L.P.P. leadership adequate food, clothing and shelter, medical care, opportunities for 
claim “these things can be done, provided there is unity of the demo- education, a career in youth and unworried comfort in old age. 
cratic, forward-looking forces.” Increased utilization of the Hudson’s Bay Railway and the Bay 


; -_ ee ports. 
In place of the Marxian concepts of the contradictions of Capitalism, 


of the class struggle, of the role of parties as representatives of classes, extended and improved as an educational and cultural medium.. 


we have a fairy story about the division of society, on the one hand, Adopt an official Canadian flag and proclaim “O Canada” the 
into “progressive,” “democratic,” “forward-looking forces’ and on national anthem of our country. 


The services of the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation must be 
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In the British Commonwealth, Canada must continue to pursue 
the policy enunciated by Prime Minister McKenzie King at the 1944 
conference of Commonwealth Ministers. 


Canada should become a member of the Pan-American Union 
and participate in all its conferences and other activities. 

Our Dominion government should aim at the largest possible 
measure of freedom of trade between Canada and the rest of the 
world, the reduction of tariff barriers and other obstacles to world 
economic co-operation, through the joint efforts of the United 
Nations. 

The Department of External Affairs must be elevated to a full 
Ministry of the government, headed by a Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

We should extend full diplomatic representation to all countries 
with which Canada maintains trade and diplomatic relationships. 


Thus we see how revolutionary Marxism was transformed, by the 


? 


Canadian “Marxists,” into its opposite: opportunism, reformism; vulgar- 
ized, distorted, revised and emasculated of its revolutionary content; 
instead of the science of working class strategy and tactics in the 
struggle for socialism it has been perverted into a program for the 


development of Canadian Imperialism. 
How correct Lenin was, when he stated: 


Opportunism is our principal enemy. Opportunism in the upper 
ranks of the working class movement is not proletarian socialism, 
but bourgeois socialism. Practise has shown that the active people 
in the working class movement who adhere to the opportunist trend 
are better defenders of the bourgeoisie, than the bourgeoisie itself. 
Without their leadership of the workers, the bourgeoisie could not 
have remained in power.—(Selected Works, Vol. X, p. 196.) 


CHAPTER V. 


THE ORGANIZATIONAL POLICIES WHICH 
FOSTERED REVISIONISM AND ITS 
EFFECTS 


As our examination of the policies of the Communist movement in 
Canada has shown, the deviations in theory and practise from Marxism 
commenced at least as far back as 1935 when the tactical line of the 
People’s Front Against Fascism And War was presented in a distorted 
fashion only three months following the adoption of the new tactical 
line by the 7th Congress of the Communist International. 

First, the Marxian concept of the “United Front of the Working 
Class” was replaced by “The United Front of All Progressive Forces” 
of the Canadian people in lasting form through the transformation of 
the C.C.E. into a broad federated people’s party . . .” STEWART SMITH. 
(Towards a Canadian People’s Front, pp. 19-20.) 

Whereas the central and decisive problem of the United Front was 
“unity in action of the working class” in “every factory, every region,” 
etc., it was presented as: 


The central problem of the united front confronting our Party, 
the working class and all progressive people is the question of how 
the C.C.F., the trade unions, the farmer organizations and the Com- 
munist movement can be brought together into a broad united front 
party.—STEwartT SmiTH. (Ibid., p. 27.) 


In other words, the united front of struggle of the working class 
was distorted and presented as the formation of a hodge-podge, farmer- 
labor party. 


As regards the People’s Front and the leading role of the working 
class: 


The fundamental, the most decisive thing in establishing the anti- 
Fascist People’s Front is resolute action of the revolutionary prole- 
tariat . . .—DYMITROFF. 
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This was revised into its opposite: 


The urban middle stratum are of decisive importance for the 
fight against fascism and war.—STEWART SMITH. 


The distortion and perversion of the united front was then carried 
further and presented almost solely as meaning an electoral agreement 
in election campaigns. With regard to the October, 1935, Federal 
clection: 


In 20 constituencies a united front was secured in the face of 
the opposition of top leadership of the C.C.F.—Tim Buck. (Ibid., p. 
85.) 


Election campaigns were presented as signifying a revolutionary 
development: 


That is a sketchy survey of the election campaign and its lessons. 


which is sufficient, if you followed it, to enable you to see the tre- 
mendous growth of revolutionary ferment* against the Capitalist 
Parties.—-Tim Buck. (lbid., p. 92.) 


The main energy of the Party was to be devoted, not to “establish 


> 


unity of action in every factory,’ 
agreement with the C.C.F.: 


etc., but to securing an electoral 


We need strong Party fractions composed of active workers, in- 
side of the trade unions, C.C.F. Clubs, Social Credit groups and 
incipient fascist organizations.—SamM Carr. (Ibid., p. 106.) 


Work within the C.C.F. and the organizations of the petty bour- 
geoisie was to become the main field of activity: 


We must have people who can go into the Merchants Associations, 
speak to Universities and Colleges, to Teachers’ Associations, and 
who can approach the widest stratum of the population. We must 
develop people for such work.—StEwart SmiTH. (Ibid., p. 66.) 


In order “‘to develop people for such work” the social composition of 
the Party was deliberately changed over a period through concentrating 
on the recruiting of university students, intellectuals and middle class 
elements who gradually assumed a more and more dominant role in the 
leadership. 
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Middle class propaganda organizations were also presented as a 
decisive form of the People’s Front: 


The League against War and Fascism—becomes decisive for the 
development of the united front at the present moment against war. 
—STEWART SMITH. (Ibid., p. 28.) 


This distortion and perversion of the united front and the People’s 
Front was presented in such a way as to utilize the threat of fascism 
as a bogey to force acceptance of the distorted line. The struggle against 
fascism was made to appear almost solely as a question of winning 
election campaigns, not by the working class, but by the “progressive 


people.” For instance: 


_.. If the strongest unity of the people has not been welded to- 
gether before the next elections, we will face at that time, if not 
before, the danger of the most reactionary forces coming to power 
unless in the meantime a broad united front party has been built 
up supported by the masses of the Canadian People who are pre- 
pared and ready to act against fascism and reaction, though not yet 
prepared to fight for socialism.—STEwart SmitH. (Ibid., p. 25.) 


In other words, the struggle against fascism was presented as an 
election contest between a “broad united front party” and the “reac- 
tionary forces.” Hence, the question of “transforming the C.C.F.” 
into a “broad united front party” together with making the League 
against War and Fascism a “centre for the unity of millions of the 
peace-loving people of Canada” became the two main political and 
organizational tasks of the working class in the struggle against fascism 
and war and the middle class became the “decisive stratum” in the 


struggle. 


THe UNpRINCIPLED Tactics OF ForMING BLOcs WITH 
SociaL DEMOCRATIC PARTIES ON THE Basis OF 
PuRELY PARLIAMENTARY ARRANGEMENTS 
The perversion of the tactical line of the 7th Congress resulted 


in the militant energy of the working class being dissipated in fruitless 
efforts to secure election agreements, particularly with the C.C.F. lead- 
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ership, and in subordinating the working class to the leadership of 
petty-bourgeois intellectuals. The class character of fascism and the 
independent and leading role of the working class in the struggle against 
it was obscured if not obliterated. The result of the perverted tactical 
line within the ranks of the Communist Party itself was confusion, in- 
decision, dissipation of energy and the development of factional strug- 
gles. However, the leadership was able to crush all opposition by 
branding the opposition as “sectarian” or, in some cases, Trotskyists. 
The militant, left wing trade unions which had been organized by 
Communist Party members were either disbanded or their membership 
transferred to the unions of the A.F.of L. not “‘on the basis of a 
platform of struggle against the capitalist offensive and the guarantee 
of trade union democracy,” not on the “condition” of “struggle against 
capital, against fascism,” as Dimitroff insisted (The United Front, pp. 
63-64), but on the basis of transferring the workers concerned from 
unions based on a policy of class struggle to unions with a policy of 
class collaboration; of substituting “revolutionary leadership” with 
“reformist leadership.” 

Party members who opposed these policies were either driven out 
of the Party (Jim McLaughlin, Nova Scotia miners’ leader) expelled 
ur threatened with expulsion. 

Having already paralyzed the militancy and disrupted the unity 
of the working class and subordinated it to the leadership of the petty- 
bourgeoisie, who were placed in the leadership of many of the organiza- 
tions, the next logical step was to bring the working class under the 
direct domination and leadership of the bourgeoisie itself and thus 
destroy all independent working class political action. The political 
line which did, in fact, lead towards this objective, was presented a little 
over a year later at the 11th Plenum of the Communist Party of 
Canada held in February 1937. 


The further perversion of the tactical line of the 7th Congress was 
accomplished by what was supposed to be a profound dialectical analysis 
but which was, in fact, philistine eclecticism: 


Our policies must take into account the concrete relationship 
of class forces at the given historical moment. We cannot be in- 
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different to the question of which capitalist party is in office. We 
cannot afford to lump all capitalist parties and movements into one 
heap. We cannot afford to remain indifferent to the fact that the 
ultra-reactionary circles of the capitalist class are out to sweep away 
all the forms of democratic government and introduce fascism. We 
will not be partners to any moves that would pave the way for 
the return of the Bennett Tory regime.—Tim Buck. (The Road 
Ahead, p. 17.) 


The inference here was, that the forces of fascism were intending 
to use the Conservative Party as the vehicle with which to ride into 
power and set up a fascist dictatorship. In order to prevent this the 
working class was warned: 


To concentrate the main blows of the people against the King 
Government and the Liberal Party at the present historical mo- 
ment would help to open up the path for the ultra-reactionary Tories, 
headed by Bennett and Meighen. . . . Such a policy would also mean 
that the struggle to make the King government enact progressive 
legislation would be weakened.— (Ibid., p. 16.) 


Buck continues: 


This would make it casier for Bennett and his ultra-reactionary 
associates . . . to involve Canada in another Imperialist war, to strip 
us of all our remaining democratic rights, to proceed faster along 
the road to the establishment of a Canadian fascist dictatorship, to 
abolish the Federal, provincial and municipal forms of democratic 
government, to wipe out all the workers, farmers and middle class 
organizations.— (Ibid. ) 


This meant that if the working class was to exert mass political 


pressure against the “executive committee of the capitalist class,” the 


« 


State, they would weaken the struggle for “progressive legislation,” and 


pave the way for ‘wiping out all workers, farmers and middle class 


” 


organizations,” would lead to “involving Canada in another Imperialist 


war” and “proceed faster along the road to Canadian fascist dictator- 
ship.” In other words, Buck was warning the workers that if they 
put up any struggle against the capitalist class and its governments this 


would result in paving the way for fascism. 
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Instead of a struggle against the capitalist class and the capitalist 
Liberal government the workers were told: 


That unless the main blows of our Party, the labor movement 
and our people are struck against the fifty “big shots” and their 
henchmen it will be impossible to rally and organize the united front 
of the working class and the common people.— (Ibid., p. 16.) 


All of which was in complete contradiction to the teachings of 
Marxism generally and in contradiction to the line of the 7th Congress 
of the C.I. in particular, which stated: 


Whether the victory of fascism can be prevented depends first 
and foremost on the militant activity of the working class itself.— 
(The United Front, p. 25.) 


Instead of a political struggle against the King government the 
working class was told, in effect, that such a struggle would play into 
the hands of reaction and pave the way for fascism. The slogan ad- 
vanced was “Direct the Main Blow Against Reaction.” 


The bewildered working class were now to search for this sinister 
abstraction “Reaction,” and the nebulous “50 Big Shots and their 
henchmen.” However, they were given to understand that reaction 
was centered in the Conservative Party, the “ultra-reactionary Tories” 
headed by Bennett, Meighan and Herridge. 


A little over a year later however, in July 1937, Herridge had 
become a progressive: 


The speech of Mr. Herridge at the Tory convention represents 
the sentiments of a section of progressive Conservatives who can and 
should become part of the great line-up of democratic forces in 
Canada.—SamM Carr. 


Herridge’s speeches mirror a large and important sentiment in 
favor of democratic progress within the Conservative Party.—Tim 
Buck. 

In order to fight against fascism the working class were told to form 


an alliance with the “progressive Conservatives” and the “progressive 
Liberals.” This alliance was to be known as “A Democratic Front for 
Canada.” Classes and political parties no longer had any significance. 
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The entire population of the country was divided into two fronts; the 
Democratic Front and the Reactionary Front. Both the Liberal and 
Conservative parties were divided between the two camps of reaction 
and progress. According to Buck: 


These reactionary forces in each of the old parties, have consider- 
ably more in common with each other today than they have with 
the democratic progressively inclined younger elements who, also in 
each of the old parties, increasingly lean toward support of more 
democratic policies and legislation to satisfy the urgent needs of 
the people—(A Democratic Front for Canada, p. 13.) 


The problem was to unite these “democratic, progressively inclined 


vounger elements” “in each of the old parties.” Said Buck: 

The weakness of the forces opposed to reactionary big capital 
and its policies, lies almost entirely in their disunity. The “demo- 
cratic front” is the immediate form by which this can be over- 
come.—(Ibid., p. 23.) 


According to Buck, reactionary monopoly capital was no longer 
represented by the Liberal or Conservative parties but by the provincial 
governments of Ontario headed by the Liberal premier Hepburn and 
the ex-Conservative, Union Nationale, Premier Duplessis in Quebec. 


Said Buck: 


The point is, that now and for the immediate future, the alliance 
of Hepburn and Duplessis, is the concentrated spearpoint of reac- 
tion around which reactionary forces are already being mobilized 
and toward which we can see dangerous inclinations on the ‘part of 
leading politicians—(Ibid., pp. 15-16.) 


But this reaction was different from previous reaction. Buck ex- 


plained: 


The Hepburn-Duplessis alliance signalizes a definite stage in the 
development of the strategy of reaction. There is a difference be- 
tween the reaction expressed by the Hepburn-Duplessis axis and the 
reaction of R. B. Bennett* He ruled Canada as the leader of the Con- 
servative Party. He not only did not try to win the reactionary 
Liberals into his camp but he followed the old and “honored” tradition 
of firing Liberals out of government positions. 
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The Hepburn-Duplessis alliance has passed beyond the basis of 
Party lines. It cuts across Party lines and is based upon class in- 
terests, the interests of reactionary big capital, against the whole 
of the common people of Canada and particularly the farmers and 
the working class. Ifs drive toward fascism is against progressive 
Liberals and Conservatives, equally as against Communists, C.C.F.- 
ers and other progressives.—(Ibid., p. 21-22.) 


The strategy and tactics for the working class to follow were: 


Against the concentration of reactionary forces headed by the 
Hepburn-Duplessis alliance, all the forces of democracy must be 
gathered into a wide democratic front.—(Ibid., p. 23.) 


This “brilliant Marxian analysis” of the class forces in Canada 
was, as usual, in line with the analysis of Browder in the U.S.A. who, 
during the same period, had defined the Democratic Camp as “now 
materialized in the organized labor movement, first of all the great 
movement of the Committee for Industrial Organization, and the pro- 
“ressive movements led by middle class figures within the old parties.” 
8rowder also ‘foresaw ‘two entirely new political parties’ corresponding 
to Tory reaction based on finance capital and to this democratic camp.” 
In 1938 Browder also adopted the term ‘“‘democratic front.” 


By this time practically all independent political action on the 
part of the working class had been effectively wrecked. The main 
energy of the Communist movement was diverted to striving to obtain 
an electoral agreement with the C.C.F. on the one hand, and with the 
New Democracy Party of Herridge on the other. This was so right 
up untill the outbreak of war in September, 1939. Revolts against 
this line continued intermittently within the Party, but the National 
leaders were always successful in silencing the opposition, either by 
plausible “Marxian” explanations or by ruthless denunciations of the 
rebels, 
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THE GLORIFICATION OF BouRGEOIS DEMOCRACY 
BY THE CANADIAN ‘‘MARKISTS”’ 


It was also during this period of 1937-38 that Dimitroff’s exhorta- 
tions to “link up the present struggle with the people’s revolutionary 
traditions and past” were first distorted and finally perverted into a 
servile worship and glorification of bourgeois democracy which 
inevitably carried with it a defense of the capitalist system as a whole. 


In his historic speech, Dimitroff stated: 


We Communists are irreconcilable opponents, on principle, of 
bourgeois Nationalism in all its forms. But we are not supporters of 
National nihilism, and should never act as such. The task of educating 
the workers and all working people in the spirit of proletarian inter- 
nationalism is one of the fundamental tasks of every Communist. 
But anyone who thinks that this permits him, or even compels him, 
to sneer at all the national sentiments of the wide masses of working 
people is far from being a genuine Bolshevik, and has understood 
nothing of the teachings of Lenin and Stalin on the National ques- 
tion.— (The United Front, p. 79.) 


Dimitroff raised the question of National sentiments in order that 
the Communist Parties might correctly apply Marxian policy on the 
National question and because: “It is unquestionably an essential pre- 
liminary condition for a successful struggle against chauvinism—this 
main instrument of ideological influence of the fascists upon the 


ce 


masses.” But he also insisted that, ‘‘. .. We prove convincingly that 
we are free of both national nihilism and bourgeois Nationalism.”— 


(Ibid., p. 82.) 


As was the case in applying practically all other phases of the new 
tactical line, the deviation on this question was not to the left, not 
National nihilism, but to the right. Bourgeois Nationalism was what 
the Canadian ‘‘Marxists” presented to the working class an an ideological 
weapon in the fight against fascism, in the fight which Dimitroff 
called for: 


To defend every inch of bourgeois-democratic liberties, which 
are being attacked by fascism and bourgeois reaction, because the 
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interests of the class struggle of the proletariat so dictate.— (Ibid., 
p. 34.) 


While Browder in the United States resurrected Washington, 
Jefferson and Lincoln as examples of revolutionists for the American 
working class to heroize and coined the chauvinistic slogan, ‘“Com- 
munism is 20th Century Americanism,” in Canada Buck and Ryerson 
proceeded to glorify William Lyons McKenzie and Louis Joseph 
Papineau as the revolutionary heroes for the Canadian working class 
to draw insipiration from. The slogan of McKenzie (Premier McKenzie 
King’s great grandfather), in the 1837 rebellion was: “Freedom of 
trade—every man to be allowed to buy at the cheapest market and 
sell at the dearest.” The credo of Papineau was: “I am a great reformer, 
insofar as necessary political changes are concerned, but I am a great 
conservative, so far as the preservation of the sacred right of property 
is concerned.” 

So the Canadian battalion which fought in the International Bri- 
gade in Spain was named after these two champions of ‘‘free trade” 
and “the sacred rights of property” while Samuel Lount and Peter 
Matthews, the yeoman and the blacksmith who were executed on the 
corner of King and Toronto Street in Toronto for their part in the 


rebellion were seldom even mentioned. 


Stanley Ryerson wrote a book entitled, "1837, The Birth of Cana- 
dian Democracy,” while Tim Buck evoked the names of McKenzie and 
Papineau to bolster his argument for giving greater powers to Mc- 
Kenzie King’s government. Said Buck: 


We speak, then, as a part of the ever growing alignment of the 
democratic people of Canada. We are for complete National unifica- 
tion. The work of democratic national unification commenced by 
William Lyon McKenzie and Louis Joseph Papineau a hundred years 
ago, must be completed by the Canadian people today, by extending 
the process of which Confederation was a part and making it pos- 
sible for the urgent needs of the people to be satisfied —(A Demo- 
cratic Front, p. 13.) 


By the time the second world war broke out, the discipline and 
devotion of the Party membership had been largely destroyed. Many 
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of the old members had been replaced by new members, a large portion 
of whom were college students and middle class elements. However, 
the war put an end to the Party’s flirtations with the bourgeois and 
petty bourgeois parties, although, because of the lack of a disciplined 
and devoted membership, due to such policies, the Party in many 


districts nearly collapsed following its outlawing and the arrest of many 
of its leaders. 


THE Heppurn-Dup essis Axis Is REPLACED BY THE 
HeEpBURN-Buck Axis 


In 1942 when the Party emerged from underground, the “‘reaction- 
ary Hepburn-Duplessis Axis” was replaced by the Hepburn-Buck Axis. 
(Hepburn was supposed to have reformed in the interim.) The threat 
of fascism was again raised as an argument for an alliance between 
labor and monopoly capital. The workers were told that unless the 
“progressive forces” unite, there is a danger that “fascist-minded 
elements will come to power.” 


The magic word “Teheran” was used as an argument in support 
of unprincipled compromises and betrayals of socialism and of the 
immediate interests of the working class in the most varied fields of 
political activity. Said Buck: 


We are in a new stage of history. .. . This stage opened at Teheran. 
ae That argument also established the basis for a new era of 
demoeratic progress... . 

The great coalition between the U.S.S.R. and the capitalist 
democracies is the highest expression of the world-wide class alliance 
brought into being by the war.—(Depression or Prosperity, p. 11.) 


The Teheran agreement which Duclos described as a “diplomatic 
document,” Buck interpreted as a “world-wide class alliance,” as a 
result of which the people of Europe will be able to “move forward” 
to “progress such as did not seem possible a few short years ago.”— 
(Ibid.) Following his release after ten days from the Don Jail, Buck 


jointly addressed a mass meeting with Hepburn in the Toronto Maple 
Leaf Gardens. 
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The Hepburn-Buck alliance reached its zenith in the Ontario 
provincial election when the Liberal Party and the L.P.P. not only 
arranged a saw-off whereby they would support each other’s candidates 
against the C.C.F., in a number of constituencies, but in at least three 
constituencies the two parties endorsed joint candidates. 

Although the justification for these scandalous tactics and be- 
trayals of Marxian principles was to defeat the threat of “pro-fascist 
Tory reaction,” the result was a smashing defeat, not only for the 
C.C.F., but also for the Liberals and the L.P.P. The Tories on the 
other hand won a landslide victory. 


From the time of its formation in August, 1943, the L.P.P. became 
the outstanding apologist for every reactionary policy of the King 
government. When King, in order to retain the political support of 
the French Canadians, who were anti-conscriptionist, refused to carry 
out the mandate for total conscription which he obtained in the 1942 
plebiscite, the L.P.P. which had campaigned for a yes vote, immediately 
reversed its position: 


The L.P.P. has made its position clear: unequivocal support to the 
effort to secure adequate reinforcements through the voluntary sys- 
tem.— (National Affairs Monthly, Dec., 1944, p. 258.) 


In the North Grey by-election, the L.P.P. publicly endorsed and 
openly campaigned for the election of the Liberal candidate, Gen. 
McNaughton, Minister of Defense, in opposition to both the candidates 
of the C.C.F. and the Tories: “We call on the labor movement to 
back up Gen. McNaughton and to defeat the Tory intrigue against 
Canada.”"— (Ibid.) 


REVISIONISM, REFORMISM AND OPpporTUNISM 


From 1935 onward the general trend of the political line of the 
National Leadership of the Communist movement was one of reconcili- 
ation with and adaption to capitalism, which is the essence of oppor- 
tunism. The revolutionary tactics of Marxism, based on the class 
struggle as the motive force, for the “revolutionary transformation”? of 
society from capitalism to socialism were replaced by tactics designed 


210 


to secure refarms, “to make capitalism work,” the essence of reformism. 
The revolutionary theories of Marxism based on recognition of the 
irreconcilability of antagonistic classes, were revised and replaced by 
theories of “lasting prosperity,’ ‘full employment,” etc., and of 
class collaboration (‘‘world-wide class alliance,” ‘national unity,” 
“labor management co-operation,” ‘Liberal-Labor coalition,” etc.), 
the essence of revisionism. 


In the ten-year period, 1935 to 1945; the National Leadership of 
the Communist movement in Canada replaced “revolutionary class 
struggle” against capitalism, Communism, with adaptation of the labor 
movement to capitalism, opportunism; substituted for the “revolution- 


” 


ary overthrow of capitalism,” the reforming of capitalism, reformism; 
they emasculated Marxism of its revolutionary content and substituted 


bourgeois liberalism, revisionism. 


They carried the revision of Marxism to such lengths that the 
resultant policies were, in many respects, to the right of the Liberal 
Party of the big bourgeoisie. 


Not even the Liberal Party had the colossal audacity to tell the 
workers that in the post war: “The National income would be main- 
that the Teheran agree- 


> 


tained,” “that full employment is possible;’ 
ment was ‘“‘a world-wide class alliance;” that the government could 


>” 


“finance lasting prosperity:” that the post war period would be the 


“epoch of the abolition of poverty;’ 


, 


that victory in the war would 
“assure freedom for China” and “freedom for India;” that the govern- 
ment elected would “determine the direction of our National develop- 
ment for a generation;” that “the future of trade unionism in Canada 
is closely linked up with the Teheran agreement;” that “capitalist 
economy will be able to avoid a crisis of the sort which followed the 
first world war;” that “our exports can be maintained at a level of two 
billion dollars per year;” that “a government based upon a democratic 
coalition of Progressive Forces is the key to lasting prosperity in 
Canada...” 
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THE REsuLTs OF REVISIONISM IN THE TRADE UNIONS 
AND IN THE L.P.P. 


Instead of assisting the working class to maintain an independent 
political position during the course of the war, in order to fight for a 
total war effort, the L.P.P. leadership adopted the slogans and policies 
of the capitalists and made them the slogans and policies of labor. 
Although the war was a just war, following the fall of France and 
the entry of the U.S.S.R. into the war, and for that reason it was 
correct for the working class to support it, on the part of British, 
American and Canadian Imperialism it was not a “people’s war’’ as 
the L.P.P. leadership maintained, because the planning, administration 
and conduct of the war was carried out not by the people but by the 
capitalist class and its governments. In fact, by using the false slogan 
“‘people’s war,” ¢he L.P.P. actually weakened the role of “the people” 
in the fight for a total war effort and in democratizing the policies used 
in prosecution of the war. 

By falsely propagating the slogan, “labor’s no strike pledge,” the 
L.P.P. leadership disarmed the working class, subordinated their inter- 
ests to the interests of monopoly capital and weakened the organiza- 
tional strength of the trade unions. As a matter of fact, neither the 
Trades and Labor Congress of Canada nor the Canadian Congress of 
Labor adopted a no strike pledge. They both agreed to do all possible 
to avoid strikes in order to maintain production, which was correct, 
but did not give any unconditional no strike pledge, which would 
have been wrong. While there might have been some justification for 
the unconditional no strike pledge of American Labor, which had the 
machinery and, to some extent, the protection of the Wagner Act, 
Canadian labor had no such legislation. Whereas the National War 
Labor Board in the U.S.A. settled disputes 80 percent in favor of 
labor, in Canada it was the opposite: Nearly 80 percent of the disputes 
which came before the Canadian War Labor Board were decided 
against the interests of labor. 


The trade unions which were under the leadership of L-P.P. officials 
in some cases did not put up a fight for the demands of their own 
membership regarding working conditions, hours of work, wages and 
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union security to the extent they should have. On the contrary, glaring 
conditions of injustice, discrimination and bad working conditions were 
often overlooked on the theory that to make an issue of them might 
lead to a strike and thus bregk the ‘‘no strike pledge.” On the basis of 
the L.P.P. slogan, “labor-management co-operation,” certain trade 
union officials collaborated with management to the point ‘where they 
found themselves closer to the bosses than to the membership whose 
interests they were supposed to represent. 


On the basis of the L.P.P. theory that post war issues would be 
decided “in the main on the field of parliamentary activity,” the 
winning of the membership of the trade unions under L.P.P. leader- 
ship to the support of the program, policies and candidates of the 
L.P.P. became one of the main tasks of the L.P.P. trade union officials. 
Such tactics were resented by large sections of the membership with 
the result that many trade unions became sharply divided into factions. 
Instead of “non-partisan trade union action,” which the L.P.P. ad- 
vanced as a slogan to win the support of the trade union membership, 
some L.P.P.-led trade unions became the battle ground for the most 
partisan politics. 

Following a policy of collaboration with the bosses, smothering 
protests of the membership regarding working conditions and attempt- 
ing to use their positions in the unions to win support for L.P.P. parlia- 
mentary candidates increased the rift between the L.P.P. and crade 
union leaders and the rank-and-file of their own membership. This 
could and did have one inevitable result: the development of bureau- 
cracy. Union policies were frequently decided, nor by the membership, 
but by bureaucratic leaders who told the membership what policies the 
unions should follow. 

As a result of wrong policies and burcaucracy, dissension and dis- 
ruption developed in many of the unions under L.P.P. leadership. 
Disintegration followed, and in some instances declines in union 
membership. Instead of centering the post war with a trade union 
movement marked by solidarity of the membership and trade union 
agreements providing union security and trade union consolidation, 


wrong policies and bureaucracy have resulted in many instances in the 
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opposite: Inner dissension, insecurity, disintegration and a decline in 
union membership and prestige. 

Such are the results of the revision of Marxism in the trade union 
movement. The results of revisionism within the ranks of the Labor 
Progressive Party itself have also been disastrous. Since revisionism 
could not be reconciled with Marxism, education, based on the Marxian 
classics, was almost completely abolished. In fact, hardly any education 
of any kind was conducted within the L.P.P. Clubs. On the theory 
that parliamentary activity was decisive, the membership was burdened 
with the costs of maintaining club rooms in the various constituencies 
and of raising huge sums of money for election campaigns. This 
reduced the rank-and-file membership activity almost entirely to the 
organization of social affairs and the selling of raffle tickets, etc., for 
the purpose of raising funds. Political activity was reduced to the 
advocacy of coalition with the Liberals on the one hand, and on the 
other, vehement denunciation of the C.C.F. because of what was termed 
their “‘anti-unity policy.” 

Conflict with the C.C.F. became inevitable because the L.P.P. itself 
had lost all semblance of a revolutionary Marxian party dedicated to 
the organization, education and leadership of the working class and had 
degenerated into a parliamentary, social democratic, reform party. 
The basic difference between the L.P.P. and the C.C.F. election plat- 
form and policies was that the policies of the L.P.P., in addition to 
advocating all kinds of reforms to “make capitalism work,” openly 
advocated class collaboration and openly supported the Liberal Party of 
the big bourgeoisie in opposition to the C.C.F. 


As a result of such platforms and policies, the L.P.P. became not 
just a social democratic party, but @ right wing social democratic party 
in many respects to the right of the C.C.F. In fact, so far to the right 
of the C.C.F, that its main condemnation of the C.C.F. was that the 
C.C.F. refused to participate in the unprincipled, open, class collabora- 
tion advocated by the L.P.P. and based on the slogans: ‘““Labor-Man- 
agement, Government-Cooperation,” “National Unity,” “Unity of All 
Progressive Forces,” ‘Make Labor a Partner in Government,” and 
“Liberal-Labor Coalition Government.” In fact, the L.P.P. in many 
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respects came closer to being a bourgeois Liberal party in its election 
platform and policies than a Social Democratic party, in spite of its 
references to Marxism and the Soviet Union. Tim Buck stated in 
February, 1944, that the L.P.P. would ‘Judge parties and individuals 
by their policies.” Judging the L.P.P. and its leaders on that basis 
can result only in the conclusions reached above. 


JHE SELECTION AND PROMOTION OF ParTY LEADERS 


The question logically arises: How was it possible for a Communist 
movement which had been in existence for a period of 23 or more 
years to degenerate from the position of a revolutionary Marxist party 
of the working class with a background of militant struggle to an 
insipid, dilletante, petty bourgeois, Liberal-Labor, social democratic 
Party of class collaboration? 


While there is no doubt a number of factors contributed to making 
such a development possible, one of the principle contributing factors 
was the cadre policy of the Party, ic., the policy followed in the 
selection, training and promotion of individual members for positions 


of leadership. 


In dealing with che question of Cadres at the 7th Congress, Dimi- 
troff, in refering to the policy to be followed in selecting Cadres, 
stressed the following: 


First, absolute devotion to the cause of the working class, loyalty 
to the Party, tested in the face of the enemy—in battle, in prison, in 
court. 

Second, the closest possible contact with the masses. The Com- 
rades concerned must be wholly absorbed in the interests of the 
masses, feel the life pulse of the masses, know their sentiments and 
requirements. The prestige of the leaders of our Party organization 
should be based, first of all, on the fact that the masses regard them 
as their leaders, and are convinced through their own experience of 
their ability as leaders, and of their determination and self-sacrifice 
in struggle. 


Third, ability independently to find one’s bearings and not to be 
afraid of assuming responsibility in making decisions. . . . Cadres 
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develop and grow best when they are placed in the position of having 
to solve concrete problems of the struggle independently, and are 
aware that they are fully responsible for their decisions. . 


Fourth, discipline and Bolshevik hardening in the struggle against 
the class enemy as well as in their irreconcilable opposition to all 


deviations from the Bolshevik line—(The United Front, pp. 119-20.) 


Having laid down the above criteria to be followed in the selection 
of Cadres, Dimitroff further emphasized: 


We must place all the more emphasis on these conditions which 
determine the correct selection of Cadres, because in practise, prefer- 
ence is very often given to-a Comrade who, for example, is able to 
write well and is a good speaker but who is not a man or woman of 
action, and is not as suited for the struggle as some other Comrade 
who perhaps may not be able to write or speak so well, but is a 
staunch Comrade, possessing initiative and contact with the masses, 
and is capable of going into battle and leading others into battle. 
Have there not been many cases of sectarians, doctrinaires or moral- 
izers_ crowding out loyal mass workers, genuine working class 
leaders?— (Ibid., p. 120.) 


The specific qualities and conditions which Dimitroff stressed as 
essential for Party leaders were, in the main, never observed by the 
Party leadership in Canada. The people selected for training in Party 
schools in 90 percent of the cases, had never been tested “in battle, 
prison, or court,” had not proved their ability to make independent 
decisions, nor had they been hardened and disciplined in struggle. On 
the contrary, a large proportion, if not a majority selected for advanced 
training in Party schools, were youths only a few months, or at best 
a few years, out of high school or university with no background even 
in industry, let alone in any struggle. And these youths, many of 
them from the ranks of the Young Communist League, to whom the 
class struggle was only a theory, an abstraction, were given up to one 
and one-half years’ training in Party schools and then sent out as 
finished Marxists to give leadership and decide policies for the working 
class movement; people who had never actually participated in the 
working class movement except in a propaganda or study circle. 
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These young “professional revolutionists” had in most instances 
not spent sufficient time engaged in practical work fo lear how to 
think in a practical, materialistic fashion. Most of them were doctrin- 
aire Marxists in the fullest sense, but because of their academic training, 
they considered themselves authorities on all questions of strategy and 
tactics of the labor movement. The negative features of such leadership 
were: 

(1) The mechanical copying of the tactics and organizational 
forms and methods of the Communist Parties of other countries, parti- 
cularly the American Party, which in many instances were entirely 
unsuited to Canadian conditions. 


(2) The institution of a bureaucratic, mechanical method of 
instilling and enforcing discipline in the Party. These inexperienced 
and untried leaders could only enforce their authority through bur- 


eaucracy, not through ideological conviction. 


(3) The adoption of policies quite out of keeping with the senti- 
ment and needs of the working class, and tactics that extended from 
the extremes of right opportunism on the one hand, to leftist adventur- 
ism on the other. 


(4) A tendency to adopt che policies, tactics and methods of 
work to the outlook and concepts of the middle class rather than the 
outlook and needs of the class the Party was supposed to represent— 
the working class. 


How correct Dimitroff was when he reminded the Congress: 


Not all graduates of our Party schools prove to be suitable. There 
is a great deal of phrases, abstractions, book knowledge and show of 
learning. But we need real, truly Bolshevik organizers: and leaders 
of the masses. And we need them badly this very day. It does not 
matter if such students cannot write a good thesis (though we 
need that very much too), but they must know how to organize and 
lead, undaunted by difficulties, capable of surmounting them.— 


(Ibid., p. 125.) 


These academic “Marxists” regarded the working class as something 
to experiment with. The “‘sentiments of the masses’ was just a phrase 
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to them, as was Lenin’s dictum to “learn from the masses.” They 
regarded themselves as people gifted with infallibility who condescended 
to tell the masses what was best for them, and enforced their proposals 
through ruthless criticism and denunciation of those who disagreed with 
their policies. Those who challenged the correctness of their policies 
and proposals were accused of “opposing the Party line.” In other 
words, they interpreted their own ideas as the “Party line” and almost 
invariably were successful in forcing the membership to adopt them 
through fear of being charged with being Anti-Party, Trotskyite, etc. 


THE REASON FOR LIQUIDATIONISM 


The history of the Communist movement in Canada, particularly 
from 1931 onwards, is a history of the dissolution of organizations of 
the workers. In 1932 these doctrinaire Marxists conceived the idea of 
introducing in Canada the Neighborhood Council and Block Com- 
mittee system of organization which had functioned satisfactorily in 
New York City among the unemployed who were housed in large 


tenement buildings. 


In Canada the unemployed workers were already organized in the 
National Unemployed Workers’ Association but this organization, which 
had led the struggles of the unemployed for adequate relief, was dis- 
solved and replaced by the entirely unsuitable block committees which 
soon collapsed in many areas and left the unemployed largely without 


any form of organization. 


In fact, every organization of the workers which showed independent 
initiative, sooner or later came into conflict with the policies of the 
Communist Party. Policies of struggle of the mass organizations could 
not be recontiled with the Communist Party policy of “unity of all 
progressive forces,” of subordinating the working class to petty bour- 
geois and bourgeois leadership, of supporting the Liberal Party as the 
“lesser evil” in order to block the Tory Party from coming to power. 

Following the dissolution of the N.U.W.A. came the liquidation 
of the Workers’ International Relief (W.I.R.), of the Wornen’s Labor 
League, The Farmers’ Unity League (F.U.L.), the unions of the 
Workers’ Unity League (W.U.L.), the Canadian Labor Defense 
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League (C.L.D.L.). The League Against War and Fascism changed 
its name to the League for Peace and Democracy. Eventually the 
Young Communist League (Y.C.L.) was dissolved and finally the Com- 
munist Party itself was liquidated. 

This consistent policy of liquidation was in fact a policy of liquidat- 
ing all organizations of the working class which accepted the principle 
of the class struggle which finally culminated in the liquidation of the 
Communist Party itself. Opportunism in organization was the logical 
result of opportunism in tactics. Organizations of the workers which 
based their strategy and tactics on the principle of the irreconcilability 
of classes could not be used as organizations of class collaboration, 
inevitably come into conflict with the policies of the Communist Party 
and were therefore liquidated, 


The National leadership of the L.P.P. not only encouraged the 
liquidation of the workers’ organizations which participated in struggle 
but discouraged independent activities of the workers of a militant 
mass character which did develop in spite of them. For instance, when 
the striking relief camp boys first proposed the “On To Ottawa Trek,” 
which was later broken up on Dominion Day, 1935, at Regina, the 
National leadership of the Communist Party categorically instructed 
the Party members concerned to call off the trek and published a state- 
ment against the proposed trek on the front page of The Worker, the 
National organ of the Party. Under the leadership of Arthur Evans, the 
Party members concerned disregarded the decision of the National 
leadership of the Party and the trek went on in spite of the National 
Party leadership. 


THE SUBSTITUTION OF CENTRALIZED BUREAUCRACY 
FOR DEMOCRATIC CENTRALISM 


The substitution of reformism for revolutionary Marxism was 
facilitated by replacing inner Party democracy by bureaucracy in the 
formulation of policy and in the clection of leading bodies. Democratic 
Centralism was interpreted as meaning it was the duty of the member- 
ship to blindly accept the policics handed down by the leading bodies 
without question and to have no voice in the formulation of policy 
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themselves. Anyone who even questioned the correctness of a decision 
of a higher body was in many cases branded as an anti-Party element, 


or as being undisciplined. 


Instead of a discipline based on conviction, the Party membership 
were induced, cajoled and threatened into the acceptance of a system 
of mechanical discipline which was a crude perversion of Marxian 
principles. Writing on the question of discipline Lenin stated: 


We defined it as unity of action, freedom of discussion and 
criticism. Only such a form of discipline is worthy of a democratic 
party of the progressive class. The strength of the working class is 
organization. Without organization the mass of the proletariat is 
nothing. Organized it is all. Organization is unity of action, but of 
course, all action is useful only because and to the extent that it 


advances and does not retreat, to the extent that it intellectually com-. 


bines the proletariat and lifts ic up and does not degrade and weaken 
it. Organization without ideas is an absurdity which in practise con- 
verts the workers into miserable hangers-on of the bourgeoisie in 
power. Consequently, without the freedom of discussion and criti- 
cism, the proletariat does not recognize unity of action. For that 
reason, intelligent workers must never forget that sometimes serious 
violations of principles occur, which make the break-off of organiza- 
tional relations absolutely necessary.—(Lenin on Organization, pp. 
31-.32) 


Real discipline, working class discipline, according to Lenin, is not 
possible unless it is based on ideological conviction. Discipline is “unity 
of action, freedom of discussion and criticism.” Organization means 
unity of action but unity of action without ideas, without ideological 
conviction is an absurdity. And when “violations of principles occur,” 
said Lenin, it makes the “break-off of organizational relations absolutely 


necessary.” 


There are two basic forms of organizational structure: centralism 
and federalism. In a federated structure the federated bodies retain 
autonomy which makes unity in action of the various autonomous 
bodies difficult if not impossible. Marxist Parties have always adhered 
to the form of democratic centralism as being best suited to the tasks 
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confronting the Party. However, centralism was not intended to mean 
that bureaucracy replaced democracy in the higher organs of the Party. 


In an article entitled, The S#. Petersburg Split in 1907, Leniv ex- 
plained the structure of the Bolshevik Party as follows: 


The Russian Social Democratic Labor Party is organized demo- 
cratically. This means that the business of the Party is conducted 
by its members, directly or through representatives, and that all 
members are equal without exception. All the officials, all the leading 
bodies, all the institutions of the Party are elected, responsible and 
may be recalled.—(Ibid., p. 19.) 


This meant that every official and leading body was elected by the 
membership, was responsible to the membership and could be recalled 


by them. Lenin explained in further detail: 


The business of the St. Petersburg organization is conducted by 
the elected Petersburg Committee of the Russian Social Democratic 
Labor Party. The supreme body of the Petersburg organization, in 
view of it being impossible to gather all the members together at 
one time (nearly 6,000 members), is a delegate conference of the 
organization. All the members of the Party have the right to send 
delegates to this conference: one delegate for a definite number of 
Party members. For example, ac the last conference, it was decided 
to elect one delegate for each 50 members. These delegates must be 
elected by all the members of the Party, and the decision of the dele- 
gates is the supreme and final decision obligatory for the whole 
of the local organization. But this is not all. In order to make sure 
that a decision shall be really democratic, it is not sufficient to gather 
together delegates of the organization. It is necessary that all the 
members of the organization, in electing the delegates, shall inde pend- 
ently, and cach one for himself, express their opinion on all contro- 
versial questions which interest the whole of the organization. 
Democratically organized parties and leagues cannot, on principle, 
avoid taking the opinion of the whole of the membership without 
exception, particularly in important cases, when the question under 
consideration is of some political action in which the mass is to act 
independently, as for example, a strike, elections, the boycott of 
some local establishment, etc.— (Ibid., p. 20.) 
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Here we have a very different explanation of democratic centralism, 
from that propagated by the National leadership of the Communist 
movement in Canada. While decisions of the higher organs are binding 
on the membership which elected them a democratic party must on 
principle take the “opinion of the whole membership without excep- 
tion,” particularly on important questions. 


Lenin explained further how this should be done: 


A strike cannot be conducted with enthusiasm, elections cannot 
be intelligently conducted, unless every worker voluntarily and 
intelligently decides for himself whether he should strike or not, 
whether he should vote for the Cadets (bourgeois liberals) or not, etc. 
Not all political questions can be decided by a referendum of the 
whole Party membership. This would entail continuous, wearying 
and fruitless voting. But the important questions, especially those 
which are directly connected with definite action by the masses 
themselves, must be decided democratically, not only by a gathering 
of delegates, but by a referendum of the whole membership. 

That is why the Petersburg Committee has resolved that the 
election of delegates to the conference shall take place after the 
members of the Party have discussed the question as to whether an 
alliance should be concluded with the Cadets, affer all the members 
of the Party have voted on this question. Elections are a business in 
which the masses directly take part. Hence, every Party member 
must intelligently decide the question as to whether we should vote 
for Cadets at the elections, or not. And only after an open discussion 
of this question, after all the members of the Party will have got 
together, will it be possible for each one of us to take an intelligent 
and firm decision.— (Ibid, pp. 20-21.) 


Lenin here insists on democratic discussion on questions of policy. 
First of all, in order to make an intelligent decision it is necessary “for 
all the members of the Party to get together” and independently express 
their views. 

Secondly, delegates from regional conferences to the central con- 
ference should only be elected after all the local delegates have ex- 
hresseed their opinions and voted on the questions of importance. 

Thirdly, all important questions affecting the entire membership 
were to be decided by referendum. And, it should be remembered, these 
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measures were proposed for the Party in a country in which th Party 
was either entirely illegal or semi-legal. Lenin regarded inner Party 


democracy as a question of principle for a Marxist Party. 


Violation of inner Party democracy was regarded as a violation of 
the principle of democratic centralism by the Bolsheviks. As recently as 
1937 the Bolshevik Party insisted on the fullest democracy in the 
election of leading bodies: 


A report of Comrade Zhdanov at’the plenum of the Central 
Committee, revealed the fact that a number of Party organizations 
were systematically violating the Party rules and the principles of 
democratic centralism in their everyday work, substituting co-option 
for election, voting by lists for the voting for individual candidates, 
open ballot for secret ballot, etc.— (History of the C.P.S.U., p. 349.) 


According to the Bolshevik Party therefore the co-option of mem- 
bers to a committee, voting for a slate instead of voting for individuals 
and voting in elections by means of an open ballot instead of a secret 
ballot constituted violations of the principles of democratic centralism 
and of the Party rules. 

Let us now consider how the principles of democratic centralism 
were observed by the National leadership of the Communist movement 
in Canada in contrast to the Party of Lenin which, prior to the seizure 
of power, held anual Party congresses. 

During the eight-year period from 1935 to 1943 only one National 
Congress was held, in 1937, and the decision to form a new Party and 
dissolve the Communist Party itself was decided on, not by the member- 
ship, not by a convention, not even by the Centra! “ommittee but by a 


narrow conference of fwenfy-five people. 


In the four-year period, from June, 1938, until February, 1942, 
not even a meeting of the Central Committee was called, When meet- 
ings of the Central Committee were held, many of the members were 
unable to attend but visitors were invited to attend and given voice in 
the proceedings; visitors chosen by the National leadership. At the 
National Convention, held in 1937, the provincial delegations were 
instructed by the Political Burean whom they were to nominate to the 
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Central Committee. At the National Convention where the Labor 


Progressive Party was established, a similar proceedure was followed. 
A nominating committee submitted a list of 75 members to constitute 
the National Committee. This slate or list was adopted without dis- 
cussion. The nominating committee itself was dominated by the 
National leaders who recommended those whom they saw fit from the 
various provinces and insisted on the main representation being from 
the citics of Toronto and Montreal. Of the 75 members chosen to form 
the National Committee, 30 were from Southern Ontario and 20 from 
Quebec. The overwhelming majority of these were from the two cities 
of Toronto and Montreal. This meant that the members from Toronto 
and Montreal, many of them middle class people, constituted a majority 
of the National Committee under the domination of the National 
Executive. On the other hand, British Columbia, with the second 
largest Party organization in the country, was given only five represen- 
tatives on the National Committee. But even this disproportionate 
representation does not give the true picture of how the National 
Executive members dominated meetings of the National Committee. 
Each Provincial Committee wos obliged to finance 50 percent or more 
of the costs of sending representatives to National Conventions and 
National Committee meetings with the result that lack of finances 
prevented them from even sending the small number to which they were 
entitled. For instance, at the Ist National Convention of the L.P.P., 
the B.C. Party sent 12 delegates at a cost of $2,500.00. While Toronto 
was represented by three hundred delegates without cost. At National 
Committee mectings, B.C. rarely had more than three representatives 
in attendance, whereas Toronto always had at Icas¢ 25. Representation 
from other provinces was usually even less than that from B.C. with 
the exception of Quebec which usually had its full representation 
present, practically all of whom were from Montreal. 


All of which goes to show that both National Conventions and 
National Committee meetings were always overwhelmingly dominated 
by the delegates from Toronto and Montreal who constituted two-thirds 
or more of the total in attendance. It could, of course, be argued that 
in view of the fact that Toronto and Montreal are the two largest 
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cities, with the National headquarers located in Toronto, that it was 
logical the majority of the members on the National Committee and 
of delegates to the National Conventions should be drawn from the 
“two capitals.” The fact remains, however, that the Toronto and 
Montreal representatives not only constituted an overall majority 
numerically, but invariably followed the lead of the National Executive 
and in most instances were under their ideological and political domin- 
ation. 


The basis of representation, however, was not the principle feature 
of bureaucracy in the affairs of the Party but fhe almost total lack of 
democratic discussion on major questions of National policy. Discussion 
vn major questions of policy by the membership and even by the Pro- 
vincial Committees was only permitted after the policy had already 
been adopted. For instance, only one referendum vote of the member- 
ship was taken during the entire fourteen-year period from 1931 to 
1945, and that was not on a political question but on the relatively 
trivial question of how many times weekly the National organ, The 


Worker, should be published. 


On practically all occasions changes in the Party line were worked 
out by the National Executive and either adopted by themselves or 
submitted to the National Committee for their formal endorsation. On 
the rare occasions the National Committee was consulted before a 
policy was adopted they were not even given the opportunity to discuss 
anything tangible, such as a resolution that could be studied before 
the meeting. Invariably the new tactical line was presented in the form 
of a speech by the National Leader, Tim Buck, which the Committee 
members were then expected to endorse. Following these reports, those 
Present witnessed the spectacle of a nauseating acquiescence in every- 
thing Buck had said; a spectacle of revolting adulation of Buck. For 
the past ten years at least the proceedure was, not a critical discussion 
of policy, but a servile acceptance. The overwhelming majority of the 
members when called upon to speak, prefaced their contributions with 
the statement: “I solidarize myself with the report of Comrade Buck,” 
or “I wholeheartedly endorse the report of Comrade Buck.” 
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The bolder ones who had the temerity to question or even express 
doubts about a particular point presented by Buck, were ruthlessly 
dealt with by the National Leaders by means of a tirade of denunciation 
which invariably assumed a personal character. The loyalty of the 
person concerned was actually questioned and in most instances the 
unfortunate individual was obliged to make one or more statements 
aligning himself with Buck’s position, or face the probability of being 
removed from his position or even expelled from the Party on the 
grounds that he was in opposition to the Party leadership and the Party 
line. 

By the use of such high-handed tactics, the National leaders suc- 
cessfully prevented any intelligent, critical discussion from taking place 
on the points raised and lacking anything in writing to study, it was 
dificult even to discuss points raised for fear of being accused of. ‘‘mis- 
quoting” what Buck had’ said. Never, on any occasion during the past 
ten years, did the membership have an opportunity to discuss or criticize 
any major political issue until after it bad already been adopted and 
by virtue of that action had become the official Party line, binding on 
the entire membership. And not only the membership were denied the 
right to discuss questions of political importance, not even the Pro- 
vincial Committees had any voice in deciding National policies. 


How Nationat Pouicres WERE ARRIVED AT IN THE 
LaBoR PROGRESSIVE Party 


In accordance with such a bureaucratic denial of inner Party 
democracy, the following major changes in policy were made: 

(1) In January, 1943, the war was characterized as a “People’s 
War” and the Policy of “National Unity” adopted as a Party objective 
at a conference of the Communist Labor Total War Committee held in 
Toronto. 

(2) Ata conference held in Toronto on June 13, 1943, attended 
by only a handful of delegates and with no representation from either 
B.C, or the Martime Provinces, it was decided to “exorcise the spectre 
of Communism” which, it was claimed, “stood in the way of victory” 
and to form a new political Party of Communists. 
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(3) In August or September, 1943, the Communist Party was 
liquidated by the political bureau and its assets turned over to the Labor 
Progressive Party. 


(4) In January, 1944, the objective of a C.C.F. Farmer Labor 
Government was publicly announced in Tim Buck’s New Year’s mes- 
sage; the decision having been made by the National Executive, 


(5) At the National Committee meeting held on February 12, 
1944, in Toronto, it was decided (a) “that the class interests of the 
working class as a whole will be served, by cooperation with the demo- 
cratic circles of all classes, and all sections of the Canadian pcople 
including a decisive section of the capitalist class.’ (b) That Canada’s 
next government would “probably determine the direction of our 
national development for a gencration.” (c) “A high level of employ- 
ment, maintenance of wage levels, progressive social legislation and 
general social progress in the post war years, depends entirely upon the 
extent to which Canada adopts policies in accord with the Teheran 
agreement.” (d) That “Teheran is the path by which mankind can 
march forward: to lasting peace, post war prosperity and democratic 
progress to a better life,” 


(6) In May, 1944, at an enlarged National Executive meeting, it 
was agreed that the L.P.P. would strive to participate in the next gov- 
ernment together with the capitalists as part of a “Liberal-Labor Coali- 
tion Government.” 


(7) In June, 1944, it was decided chat ‘It is essential that the 
working class should support such a policy” of “making the system 
work,” ic., the capitalist system. This policy was first advanced in an 
article by Stewart Smith in the June issue of National Affairs, and later 
advocated from the public platform by other Party leaders. 


(8) Ina statement of the National Executive published in National 
A ffairs, October, 1944, it was stated that the L.P.P. proposed that ‘The 
democratic coalition be achieved without delay through electoral 
agreements between the Liberal, C.C.F. and L.P.P. Parties.” In other 
words, the L.P.P. was to negotiate an electoral saw-off with both the 
C.C.F. and the Liberal Party. 
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(9) In an editorial published in the December, 1944, issue of 
National Affairs, the Party’s position in support of universal conscription 
was reversed and the new policy stated as follows: “The L.P.P. has 
made its position clear: unequivocal support to the effort to secure 


”» 


adequate reinforcements through the voluntary system. .. . 

(10) In the North Grey by-election, the Party officially endorsed 
and campaigned for the election of the candidate of the Liberal Party, 
General McNaughton, and for the defeat of the C.C.F. candidate, also 
on the decision of the National Executive. 

(11) In April, 1945, in an article in National Affairs, Tim Buck 
proposed: (a) thar“... The United States should agree to a division of 
the world export markets, on a basis which will guarantee to Britain 
a share of world trade sufficient to enable British industries to operate 
at capacity,” and that Canada should “Help bring such an agreement 
about.” (6) That ‘Canada should join the Pan-American Union.” 
And further, “Canada can play the most fruitful role in world affairs 
and in the British Commonwealth only if she accepts her rightful role 
as a sovereign American Nation in Western Hemisphere organization 
and activities.” In advancing these chauvinistic and revisionist policies 
based on the super-Imperialism theories of Earl Browder, Buck charac- 
terized Browder as ‘““The leading Marxist thinker of the Western Hemi- 
sphere.” 

(12) In the Ontario Provincial election of June, 1945, Liberal 
and L.P.P. candidates were officially endorsed by both parties and ran 
as Liberal-Labor candidates. 


(13) In August, 1945, a meeting of the National Committee an- 
nounced as a post war policy, “The establishment in all industries of 
joint government-union-management committees” in order to secure 
“cooperation” and “national unity.” 


In arriving at the above decisions on major questions of National 
policy, in not one single instance was a referendum vote of the mem- 
bership taken; on not one occasion were the provincial committees 
consulted; in not one instance was a resolution submitted in advance 
to the National Committee members; on only one occasion (in August, 
1945) were the members of the National Committee supplied with a 
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resolution on which to base their discussion even after the meeting 
convened; on only three occasions was the National Committee con- 
vened to adopt the policies proposed, and on all other occasions the 
National Executive simply decided on the new policy themselves and 
informed the Party membership of the New Party line, although on one 
or two occasions an enlarged Executive meeting was held in order to 
present some semblance of democracy. 


OPPORTUNISM AND THE DOMINATION OF PARTY 
LEADING COMMITTEES BY Pam OFFICIALS 


The revision and perversion of Marxism was smuggled into the 
official Party literature under the cover of Marxian phrases and of con- 
tradictory and evasive formulations. The most characteristic feature 
of the Party documents was their ambiguousness. This is not a new 
feature of revisionism but a very old one which Lenin warned against 
over forty years ago: 


When speaking of fighting opportunism, there is a characteristic 
feature of present day opportunism in every sphere that must not be 
overlooked; this is its vagueness, its diffuseness, its elusiveness. The 
very nature of the opportunist is such that he will always try to 
avoid formulating the issues clearly and irrevocably; he will always 
try to find the resultant force, will always wriggle like a snake 
between two mutually excluding points of view.—(Vol. II. Selected 
Works, p. 455.) 


Any explanation of how a complete revision of Marxism, in the 
spheres of program, tactics and organization, was “put over” on the 
Party membership would be incomplete without reference to the com- 
position of the leading Party organs. The National Executive, many 
Provincial Executive Committees and the National Committee were 
almost exclusively composed of paid Party officials, the editors of various 
left wing papers, the leaders of mass organizations and the top offcials 
of trade unions; all-of whom were, in the main, dependent on Party 
support in retaining what were very often well paid positions. For 
instance, the entire National Executive was composed of paid Party 
officials, M.L.A.’s and aldermen. The composition of the National Com- 
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mittee was similar. At the last meeting, held i August, 1945, out of 
about 70 members in attendance, there were only two workers from the 
shops in evidence. With practically no representation of workers from 
industry on the leading bodies it is not surprising that bureaucratic 
methods come to prevail within the Party. In fact, being confronted 
with the task of forcing acceptance of a policy of class collaboration 
both within the Party and che mass organizations and trade unions, it 
was practically inevitable that many of these party and trade union 
officials should develop into bureaucrats themselves. This is precisely 


what happened. 


It is not a new phenomenon in the history of the Labor movement 
but a characteristic of reformism and opportunism in both the trade 
unions and political parties of the working class. Lenin warned against 
it when he wrote: 


Under Capitalism, democracy is narrowed, crushed, curtailed, 
mutilated by all the conditions of wage-slavery, the poverty and 
misery of the masses. This is the reason, and the only reason, why 
the officials of our Parties and trade unions become corrupt—or 
more precisely tend to become corrupt—under capitalist conditions, 
why they show a tendency to turn into bureaucrats, i.e., privileged 
persons detached from the masses, and standing above the masses.— 
(State and Revolution, pp. 96-97.) 


Hence, with Party and trade union officials dominating all of the 
higher committees of the Party, themselves tending to become bureau- 
cratic and dependent upon the Party for their own positions, combined 
with an almost complete absence of democratic discussion on important 
political questions by the membership, the National leadership were 
enabled to substitute Opportunism for Marxism; to present centralized 
bureaucracy as its opposite, democratic centralism, . 

At the August, 1945, National Committee meeting of the L.P.P., 
Tim Buck, in an effort to dispose of criticism of the revisionism of the 
Party, attempted to belittle the critics by quoting from the report of 
Maurice Thorez to the 10th National Convention of the Communist 
Party of France as follows: “The sectarians confuse a revolutionary line 
with gesticulation.” However, Buck conveniently overlooked what 
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Thorez had to say on inner Party democracy and opportunism. Dealing 
with the problem of Party growth, Thorez stated: 


The second problem is the indispensable drawing into political 
discussions in the basic organizations of each member of the Party 
new or old. 


And further: 


Our Communist Party cannot function without the unity of will 
and complete unity of action of all members of the Party; but such 
a common will and joint action, with the iron discipline which 
constitutes our strength, docs not exclude but, on the contrary, rests 
upon criticism, discussion, struggles of opinion within the beart of 
the Party.* 


In 1929, fighting a sectarian group which stifled all political life 
in the Party and cut us off from the masses, we carried on, as the old 
Comrades remember, a public campaign under the slogans, “Let 
the Mouths Be Opened,” ““No Mannequins in the Party.”—(Political 
Affairs, Aug., 1945, p. 711.) 


Speaking on opportunism Thorez declared: 


We must combat the opportunist, liquidationist concepts of 
certain people who think, without always clearly formulating it, 
that ‘we have passed beyond the stage of the class struggle.” 


The class struggle, Thorez continued, is a fact and observed: 
Opportunist concepts always lead to the liquidation of the inde- 
pendent role of the working class, the most active clement in the 
union of the toiling strata of the nation. Such concepts lead to 
liquidation of the Party. Several leaders of the American Communist 
Party fell into this grave error. We didn’t hesitate to offer our 
advice through an article by our Comrade, Duclos, which, we hope, 
will help the American Communists to rediscover the correct path.— 


(Ibid., p. 712.) 


As it was impossible to reconcile Marxism with opportunism, the 
Speeches of L.P.P. leaders tended to, more and more, copy the demagogy 
and oratorical style of the old-line politicians, both at public meetings 
and Party gatherings. Marxian political propaganda, explaining the 
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economic and political characteristics and contradictions of capitalist 
society were replaced by demagogic speeches replete with funny stories 
and the advocacy of reforms designed to make the system work more 
satisfactorily. The main qualifications of the Party spokesmen became, 
not a knowledge of Marxism and the ability to pass on this knowledge to 
the working class, but the ability to out-orate the politicians of the 
other political parties; to agitate audiences to fear the bogey of Toryism., 


The same type of oratorical dissertations and the eulogizing of 
Party leaders became a feature of Party conventions. No pretense was 
made to seriously grapple with the the political issues affecting the 
working class but rather to put on a public exhibition in swank hotels 
in order to impress the public generally and the bourgeoisie in particular 
with the “respectability”’ of the Party. 

Delegates were obliged to spend most of their time listening to the 
oratory of M.P.’s, M.L.A.’s, and aldermen. This procedure was in 
aecord with the traditional opportunism of the Social Democratic 
Parties of Europe which invariably resulted in the Party becoming an 
appendage of the parliamentary fractions. The presentation of baskets 
of roses to the orators, standing ovations in support of various ‘‘leaders” 
and speeches of sickening adulation of “the leader” in a style typical of 
fascist “fuehrer worship’ became the accepted practise at Party 
conventions. 

Selection of Party officials became, more and more based, not on the 
criterion of devotion to the working class, loyalty to the Party, reliabil- 
ity, Marxian understanding and experience in the class struggle, but on 
the criterion of ability to mix with the bourgeoisie and deliver dema- 
gogic speeches; in other words, ov the ability to ape the typical bour- 
geois politicians. 

All of which was quite in line with and logically flowed from the 
characteristics which Buck maintained the Party should have, when 
he stated: ‘‘“We Communists strive to win support for the policies we 
advocate by exactly the same means as, and by no other means than, the 
other political parties in Canada.” Unfortunately, but inevitably, the 
methods and procedure of National gatherings were copied by the Pro- 
vincial organizations. 
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Revisionism and perversion of Marxism was not confined to the 


Communist leaders in Canada as this also made its appearance in other 
countries in the English speaking world and some Latin American 
countries. The distinction of the Canadian Communist leaders lies in 
the fact that they led the Communist movement of Canada farther 
into the swamp of opportunism than was the case in any other country 
in the world, and having done so, resorted to the most unprincipled 
tactics to cover up their opportunism and destroy the political influence 
and personal integrity of those who criticized their opportunism and 
attempted to effect corrections. 

A study of the writings of Tim Buck in Canada and Earl Browder 
in the United States shows that on most questions of policy Buck 
followed the lead of Browder; introduced the same theoretical concepts, 
advocated similar organizational forms and adopted similar tactics to 
the Canadian movement. However, on some occasions the opportunism 
of Buck anticipated that of Browder. ‘For instance, the Communist 
Party of Canada, on Buck’s proposal, was liquidated and replaced by 
the Labor Progressive Party almost one year before Browder persuaded 
the Communist Party of the U.S.A. to accept voluntary liquidation and 
reconstitute itself as a political, educational association. The close 
similarity of both the timing and character of the opportunist policies 
imposed on the Communist movements in both countries tends to 
demonstrate that there existed, for at least ten years, an interaction, 
and to some extent, an inter-dependence of opportunism in the top 
leadership of the Communist Parties of the two countrics. Conventions 
and plenums of the American Party were attended by Buck while the 
American Party was usually represented at National gatherings of the 
Canadian Party by Browder. The sum total of the results achieved by 
the gradual substitution of opportunism for Marxism was in both 
countries almost identical, namely: Liquidation of the Communist 
Party; liquidation of the independent role of the working class; sub- 
ordination of the working class to the political leadership of the liberal 
bourgeoisie; the strengthening of bourgeois ideology at the expense of 
proletarian ideology in the ranks of the working class; political retro- 
gression instead of political development; and finally, a considerable 
strengthening of the ideological and political influence of both Ameri- 
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can and Canadian Imperialism. On the other hand, the operation of 
other influences enabled the labor movement of both countries to 
achieve certain gains, particularly in the sphere of economic organiza- 
tion, in spite of the opportunism of the respective Communist move- 
ments. The very process of concentration and centralization of wealth 
resulted in a parallel concentration of workers in ever larger industrial 
establishments, thus providing the basis for the development of all 
inclusive industrial unions, 


Marxian economic and political concepts propagated before oppor- 
tunism had displaced Marxism, left their imprint on thousands of rank- 
and-file workers and Party members, while the experience of the depres- 
sion years was too recent to be forgotten by thousands of class- 
conscious workers who participated in the struggle against wage cuts 
and for adequate unemployed relief. These factors, together with 
the ideological influence of the Socialist U.S.S.R., and the almost uni- 
versal recognition of fascism as the off-spring of monopoly capital, 
acted as a retarding influence on the penetration of opportunism in the 
ranks of the class conscious workers both inside and outside the Com 
munist Parties. 


SOME OF THE INTERNATIONAL ASPECTS 
OF REVISIONISM 


However, there can be no question of the fact that the revision of 
Marxism by the Communist Partics of the United States and Canada 
in addition to checking the development of the labor movement within 
these countries also had international ramifications with possibly serious 
consequences. Duclos, in his article. of criticism of the ‘‘new line” of 
the American Communists, pointed out that several South American 
countries (Cuba, Columbia), in general followed the same path “as 
that advocated by Browder,” and “considered it correct.” 


Blas Roca, general secretary of the Popular Socialist Party of Cuba 
(formed as a result of a merger of the Communist Party with other 
Socialist groups), in a letter of congratulations to Earl Browder, stated: 
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I have just finished reading the Spanish translation of your 
admirable book Teheran, and I would like to congratulate you on this 
latest contribution to the victory of the United Nations, and to the 
attainment of better inner-American understanding through which 
peace and prosperity will be assured in the post war.— (Political 
Affairs, March, 1945, p. 268.) 


Roca apparently accepted the entire “new line” advocated by 
Browder, including the concept that as a result of Teheran, Imperialism 
would become progressive, voluntarily share the world markets, assist 
in the economic development of colonial countries, and grant political 
independence to them. The following extracts from his letter give that 
impression: 

On the whole, it is easier for Latin America to understand and 
support the program you propose than it is for the United States or 

Great Britain, because Latin America stands to gain peacefully, after 


the violent defeat of the Axis, greater prosperity and, furthermore, 
greater National independence-—(Ibid., p. 283.) 


And further: 


We must, of course, accentuate our efforts to make our people 
aware of the perspective offered by Teheran, and the possibilities of 
advantageous collaboration with Great Britain and the United States 
in a joint program for the harmonious solution of our acutest and 
most urgent economic problems. To that end, we are resolved to 
distribute your book even more widely, since the 21,000 copies sold 
to date have reached only those circles directly connected with the 
Party. —(lbid.) 


There can be no doubt that the supposedly authoritative writings 
of Browder and Buck over a period of years exerted some influence on 
the tactics employed by Communist Parties in other English speaking 
countries. Although it is known that the Communist Parties of Britain, 
Australia, New Zealand and South Africa were opposed to the revision- 
ist theories ,advanced particularly by Browder, but also by Buck, which 
attributed to the Teheran accord the means of abolishing the class 
struggle, since according to them it was an “international class alli- 
ance.” Nevertheless an examination of the literature of the British Party 
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would seem to show that it was influenced also by the revisionism of 
Browder and Buck. For instance, in a pamphlet published by the C.P. 
of Great Britain, entitled, Trade Unions and the General Election, by 
J. R. Campbell, the following is stated: 


The age of scarcity is passed. Only the most narrow-minded 
self-seeking Tories wish to perpetuate the old days of cut-throat com- 
petition, unemployment and restricted production. 


The Labor Party and Communist Party, with the active backing 
of the trade union movement, can make this the age of abundance, 
and lead the way in building that kind of Britain for which the 
men, in the services ave fighting and the workers in civil life are 
toiling.—(p. 15.) 


The revisionist concepts advanced in the above quotation are very 
similar to those advanced so assiduously by Browder and Buck. 


Harry Pollitt, General Secretary of the Communist Party of Bri- 
cain, expresses somewhat similar ideas in speaking of the Party’s policy 
for the post war, when he states: “Our policy will produce the opposite 
results (from 1919-1920). There will be work and good wages for all, 
side by side with decisive measures of social reform. It is a policy that 
takes into account all the new political features of the present and 
coming periods. It depends for its success on the unity and strength 
of the labor movement and the willingness of the employers to co- 
operate.” —(How To Win The Peace, p. 29.) 

However the British Communists differed in their writings from 
Buck and Browder in that they consistently advocated Socialism and 
conducted education and propaganda for Socialism. Certainly it cannot 
be said that the crude revisionism of Browder and Buck was character- 
istic also of the British Party. Nevertheless, a review of recent writings 
of British Communist leaders cannot but lead to the conclusion that 
some of the revisionist concepts of Browder and Buck have also found 
their way into the British Party; particularly theories pertaining to 
National Unity and international economic cooperation in the post war. 
And indeed it is not surprising that revisionism, extending over a ten- 
year period, in such important countries as the United States, the 
greatest Imperialist power, and Canada, the third greatest industrial 
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country in the capitalist world since the war and a member of the 
British Comonwealth, should influence the policies of other English 
speaking countries. Unfortunately, what Lenin said of the Communist 
Parties in 1921 remains true even today of some of the English speaking 
countries. Lenin wrote: “In the overwhelming majority of countries 
our Parties are still very far from being what real Communist Parties, 
real vanguards of the genuinely revolutionary and only revolutionary 
class, Parties in which all members take part in the struggle, in the 
movement, in the everyday life of the masses, should be.—(Vol. X., 
Selected Works, p. 299.) 

The tragedy is, however, that the political development of the 
working class has been very greatly retarded in both Canada and the 
United States as a result of the opportunism which permeated both 
the theoretical and the practical work of the Communist Parties. 
Instead of having a strong, unified and politically in¢ependent labor 
movement, labor in both countries enters the post war period with 
an even greater degree of ideological confusion and political disunity 


than was the case in the pre-war period. 


THE Economic Roots OF OPPORTUNISM 


A number of factors can be pointed to as contributing towards or 
facilirating the introduction and spread of revisionism within the 
Communist Parties of Canada and the U.S.A. However, it would be 
incorrect to attribute revisionism to subjective factors alone, such as 
immature leaders, lack of inner Party democracy, the opportunism of 
particular individuals, etc. Lenin, time and again pointed out that 
opportunism is an international phenomenon, the basis of which is the 
economic exploitation of the colonial peoples by the advanced Imperial- 
ist powers. As Lenin put it: 


The question of Imperialism and of ifs connection with opportun- 
ism in the labor movement, with the betrayal of the cause of labor by 
labor leaders was raised long ago, very long ago! 

For a period of forty years, from 1852 to 1892, Marx and Engels 
constantly pointed to the fact that the upper stratum of the working 
class of England was becoming bourgeois as a consequence of the 
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peculiar economic conditions of England (colonies, the monopoly of 
the world market, etc). In the seventies of the last century Marx 
earned for himself the honorable hatred of the despicable heroes 
of the “Berne” International trend, of the opportunists and reform- 
ists of that time, because he branded many of the leaders of the 
English trade unions as men who had sold themselves to the bour- 
geoisie, or were in the pay of the latter for services they were render- 
ing to ifs class within the labor movement.—(Vol. X., Lenin’s 
Selected Works, pp. 41-42.) 

Opportunism, or reformism, said Lenin, inevitably had to grow 
into Socialist Imperialism, or socialist chauvinism, which has world 
historical significance, because imperialism singled out a handful 
of very rich, advanced nations, which plundered the whole world 
and by that enabled the bourgeoisie of these countries, out of their 
monopolist super profits (imperialism is monopolist capitalism), 
to bribe the upper stratum of the working class of these countries. 

Only utter ignoramuses or hypocrites who deceive the workers 
by repeating common places about capitalism and in this way obscure 
the bitter truth that a whole trend in Socialism deserted to the side 
of the Imperialist bourgeoisie, can fail to see the economic inevitabil- 
ity of this fact under Imperialism.—(Ibid., pp. 42-43.) 


The economic inevitability of opportunism in the labor movement 
of Imperialist countries which Lenin refers to is amply proven by the 
history of opportunism. The working class of England did not even 
ichieve a Marxist Party until 1920, although Marxist Parties had been 
established in the continental countries decades previously. 


With the development of German and French Imperialism thus 
putting an end to the British monopoly of colonies and the world 
market, their Marxist Parties became more and more opportunist. 
france gave the world the first example of a Socialist, Millerand, enter- 
ing a capitalist government as a cabinet minister, while in Germany 
about the same time, the notorious Bernstein developed an elaborate 
revision of Marxian theory through his writings, and it was the German 
Social Democratic Party whose leaders allied themselves with the 
German General Staff to crush the German revolution of 1918, and later 
objectively paved the way for fascism coming to power. 


238 





The leading economic and political role formerly played by Britain, 
France and Germany has now to a considerable extent been taken over 
by the United States and, to a lesser degree, by Canada. Hence the 
economic basis for opportunism is more highly developed in the U.S. 


and Canada than anywhere else in the world. \t follows therefore, that 
it is not accidental that the Communist Partics of these two countries 
should be the ones in which opportunism should take root. 


What Lenin wrote following the first world war equally applies at 
the present time: 


. . » Unswerving and ruthless war must be waged for the com- 
plete explusion from the labor movement of those opportunist leaders 
who earned their reputations both before the war, and particularly 
during the war, in the sphere of politics as well as, and particularly, 
in the trade unions and the cooperative societies.—(Ibid., p. 46.) 


This is particularly true when the opportunist leaders pose as 
Marxists, as Communists, and when their opportunism is pointed out, 
proceed to cover it up and deny it through skillful demagogy and to 
smother all honest criticism. “The first condition of true Communism,” 
said Lenin, “is rupture with opportunism.” — (Ibid., p. 275.) 

Hence it is clear that if the Canadian working class is to have a 
Marxist Leadership rather than an opportunist leadership, that leader- 
ship will have to come from other quarters than the opportunist leaders 
of the Labor Progressive Party «bo have demonstrated their determina- 
lion to continue to cling to their opportunism and therefore to continue 
to mislead the working class of Canada. A Marxist leadership is essential, 
and because it is essential, will be created and developed in Canada as it 


has been elsewhere in the world. 
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CHAPTER VI. 


WHAT IS TO BE DONE AND WHY 


Several months have passed since the end of the Second World War. 
The attempt of German, Italian and Japanese fascism to overrun the 
world and enslave all peoples—to create a system of world fascism— 
has been defeated. While the freedom loving people of the whole world 
contributed to the defeat of the fascist’ bid for world power, the 
decisive contribution towards that victory arose from the unparalleled 
self-sacrifice, heroism and tenacity of the peoples of the world’s first 
and only Socialist State, the U.S.S.R., at a cost of over 10,000,000 dead. 
The Socialist Soviet Union has emerged from the war with its prestige 
and influence tremendously enhanced. 


Democratic governments have been established in a whole number 
of countries, particularly in those countries adjacent to the borders 
of the U.S.S.R. These governments, in practically every instance, are 
composed of a coalition of the political parties of the workers, peasants 
and urban petty bourgeoisie fo the exclusion of the political parties of 
the landlords and the big bourgeoisie. 


Events since the coming of peace, however, have shown conclusively 
that the basic world antagonisms of the pre-war period still remain. 
What are these antagonisms? They can be enumerated as follows: 

(1) The Antagonism Between Capital and Labor, between the 
capitalist class and the working class, which arises as a result of the 
irreconcilability of interests of the two classes resulting from the 
contradiction, economic in nature, between socialized production and 
capitalist appropriation of the products of industry; i.e., the wealth 
of society is produced by the joint effort of thousands of workers, by 
society as a whole, but the wealth produced is not owned by those who 
produce it but remains the private property of a relative handful of 
the population, the capitalist class. 

(2) The Antagonism Between Capitalism and Socialism; between 
the capitalist economic and social system in five-sixths of the world 
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and the socialist economic and social system in one-sixth of the world, 
—the U.S.S.R. 

(3) The Antagonism Between The Imperialist Powers And the 
Colonial And Semi-Colonial Countries; whose peoples are exploited, 
suppressed and denied their national independence by the dominant 
imperialist countries. 

(4) The Antagonism Between The Rival Imperialist Powers; which 
arises as a result of the struggle for markets, for cheap sources of raw 


material and for colonies. 


These four basic world antagonism have been demonstrated all over 
the world during the months immediately following the cessation of 
hostilities and will continue to be demonstrated so long as capitalism 
evists. Further, as a result of these antagonisms recurring economic 
crises, unemployment, insecurity, injustices, colonial uprisings and the 
threat of wars between nations will continue as an inevitable result of 
the contradictions of capitalism. 

Life itself has proven that the idylic pictures of the post war world 
painted by Tim Buck and Earl Browder were entirely false. The 
colonial peoples have not obtained their independence; peoples have nol 
had the right in many countries “to decide their own form of govern- 
ment without outside interference;” the so-called “far-sighted” capital- 
ists have not cooperated with labor to solve the problems of reconstruc- 
tion; full employment has not materialized; social security and “lasting 
prosperity” has not been realized; “far reaching democratic progress” 
remains an empty prontise. 

Imperialism remains essentially unchanged; its basic characteristic 
being “reaction all along the linc.’ American Imperialism has emerged 
from the war tremendously strengthened and, precisely because of its 
dominant position, determined to expand its strength and influence al 
the expense of its much weakened ‘rivals still further. 

Canadian Imperialism, also greatly strengthened by the war, because 
of its interlocking economic and financial interests with American 
monopoly capital is closely linked with American Imperialism on the 
one hand, while retaining its economic and political ties with British 
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Imperialism in order to share in the exploitation of the British colonies, 
on the other. The crushing of German, Italian and Japanese Imperialism 
and the setback suffered by French Imperialism, places Canada in the 
position in the immediate post war period at least, of the world’s third 
imperialist power. All of which goes to demonstrate the correctness 
of the estimate of the Teheran accord as a diplomatic agreement as 
made by Duclos, rather than a platform of class peace as Browder 
maintained, or as an “international class alliance” to be supplemented 
by “continued National Unity in the post war” as Buck claimed, which 
means exactly the same thing as Browder advocated—class peace. 

Whereas Canadian monopoly capital enters the post war period 
tremendously strengthened, Canadian Labor enters the post war dis- 
united organizationally and politically and without a program. Ideologi- 
cal confusion is cven greater within the ranks of the working class in 
many respects than was the case at the conclusion of the First World 
War twenty-cight years ago. This is due primarily to the complete 
betrayal of Marxism by the national leadership of the L.P.P., to the 
teaching of the identity of interests of capital and labor, of advocating 
Liberal-Labor coalition and of the practice of class collaboration. All 
of which resulted in subordinating the economic and political interests 
of the working class to the interests of monopoly capital. The working 
class finds itself in the position of being without capable political 
leadership. 

In modern society the interests of classes are represented by political 
parties. Regardless of minor differences, bourgeois political parties 
always and everywhere represent and serve the interests of the capitalist 
class. There are only two basic classes: The working class and the 
capitalist class or as Marx more precisely defined them, bourgeoisie and 
proletariat. 

The so-called middle class or petty bourgeoisie not being a basic 
class, not being homogeneous, cannot and does not develop political 
parties capable of consistently representing the interests of the middle 
class themselves even when such parties happen to form governments 
and certainly they cannot represent the interests of the working class. 
Under Capitalism all middle class political parties inevitably are obliged 
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to uphold the system of so-called private enterprise and consequently 
come under the domination of monopoly capital on most essential 
questions. 


THe NeEeEp oF A Marxist PARTY OF THE 
WorkINnG Crass 


Political leadership can only be provided for the working class 
through the medium of a strictly independent class party of the working 
class whose membership and leadership is overwhelmingly drawn from 
the ranks of the working class itself. Such a party, must of necessity 
be a Marxist Party; a party of Marxism-Leninism, a party of scientific 
socialism. Marxist-Leninist theory is ‘the science of the development 
of society, the science of the working class movement.” Without such 
a Party, “Free from opportunism, irreconcilable towards compromisers 
and conciliators, in opposition to the capitalist class and its state power.” 
the interests of the working class under capitalism cannot be served 
nor socialism eventually realized. Therefore the first task confronting 
the Canadian working class is the immediate creation of a genuine 
Marxist-Leninist political party, a Communist Party, on a national scale. 


The constitution of such a party should and must provide chat 
it be an independent class party of the working class. This does not 
mean that membership in such a party should be denied to members of 
other classes but it does mean that members of other classes should 
be accepted only “in so far as they adopt the viewpoint of the prole- 
tariat” as Lenin put it; i.e, im so far as they recognize the independent 
and leading role of the working class in the struggle of all the toiling 
and exploited population against monopoly capital and as the class 
historically destined to take political power in alliance with a majority 
of the farmers, abolish capitalist society, build a socialist society and 
proceed to put an end to all forms of exploitation of man by man. In 
order that such a party should be a working class party, it follows that 
both the membership and the leadership must, in the majority, be work- 
ing class in content. Such a party must train and develop its own prole- 
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tarian intellectuals capable of interpreting and applying the science of 
Marxism-Leninism. 


The party constitution must provide for the widest inner party 
democracy and self criticism. All major questions of policy, when at 
all possible, must be submitted to a referendum vote of the membership. 
All questions of policy relating to action affecting the party membership 
or the working class must be discussed on the basis of draft resolutions 
and not on the basis of speeches of “leaders” as practised in the L.P.P. 
Important questions of policy, even though they affect only a section 
of the membership, should be thoroughly discussed, not only through 
the medium of delegated conferences but by the entire membership 
concerned, if at all possible. At all times in arriving at decisions on 
political and tactical questions the party must be guided by the dictum 
of Lenin: “Organization is an absurdity without unity of ideas.” 


The organizational structure of such a Party must be based on the 
principle of democratic centralism in fact and not just in words; ice., 
the authority of higher bodies must be democratic and not bureaucratic. 
All officials and higher committees must be subject to recall at any time. 
The addition of members to existing committees or the appointment of 
special committees must be carried out by elections and not through 
co-option. Elections must be carried out by voting for individuals and 
not for prepared lists or slates of candidates. Candidates for election 
to higher bodies or official positions must be voted for by means of 
secret ballot and not by open ballot. The selection of people for training 
for leadership must be based primarily on their proven devotion, ability 
and connection with the masses and not on the basis of their ability 
“to speak well and write well.” Constant application of the principle of 
self criticism must be encouraged and practised in all party bodies from 
the highest to the lowest. 

While the Party must utilize all forms of organization the basic 
form of organization must be industrial and not territorial; the “factory 
nucle? must be the basis of the Party. 

Discipline must be a self imposed conscious discipline and not a 
mechanical discipline imposed upon the membership by bureaucratic 
methods. As Lenin defined it, discipline must be “unity of action, 
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freedom of discussion and criticism.” However, ‘the discussion of 


controversial questions is permissable only up to the moment that they 
are decided.” Once a question has been democratically decided, after 
discussion has run its course, the principle must be “absolute subordina- 
tion of the minority to the majority.” This is a fundamental principle 
of proletarian discipline and of democracy which must be strictly 
observed. Membership in the Party must be based on the selection of 
“the most class conscious, most courageous and most far sighted 
workers.” Such a Party must “differ from the rest of the mass of the 
workers in that it sees the whole of the historical path of the working 
class as a whole, and strives at all of the turning points of this path 
to champion, not individual groups, not individual trades, but the 
interests of the working class as a whole.” It must become “the 
organizational-political lever by the aid of which the most progressive 
section of the working class directs the mass of the proletariat and semi- 
proletariat along the right path.” (Theses of 2nd Congress of the C.1.) 

The Party must have the closest connections with the working 
people in order not only “to lead the masses” but also ‘#2 order to learn 


from the masses.” 


A Party, it must be remembered, in order to lead 
the masses must learn from the masses. Self criticism must be utilized 
in order that the Party “may learn from its own mistakes” and thus 


avoid repetition of the same mistakes. 


The Party can of necessity be comprised of only @ minority of the 
working class. Ie must everywhere and at all times be ready and 
capable of giving leadership to all sections of the people who suffer 
injustice and oppression. If it is unable to do this then it cannot survive. 


As Lenin put it: 


A political Party can combine only a minority of the class, in the 
same way that the really class-conscious workers throughout the 
whole of capitalist society represent only a minority of the workers. 
For that reason we are compelled to admit that only a class-conscious 
minority can guide the vast masses of the workers and get them to 
follow it... . If the minority is really class-conscious, if it succeeds 
in getting the masses co follow it, if ic is able to reply co every ques- 
tion that comes up on the order of the day, then it is in essence, 2 
Party. ... If the minority is not able to lead the masses, link itself 
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up closely with them, then it is not a party and is good for nothing 
even if it calls itself a Party.—(Lenin on Organization, p. 38.) 


Why is the formation of a new Party based on the above principle 
necessary at this time? It is necessary because the working class of 
Canada does not have a Party with a program, tactics and organizational 
forms and methods arrived at through democratic discussion and 
criticism and based on the principles formulated by Marx, Engels, 
Lenin and Stalin. In a word, the Canadian working class does not have 
a Marxist Party. Lenin explained why a new Party is necessary when 
he stated: 


Organization without ideas is an absurdity which in practise 
converts the workers into miserable hangers-on of the bourgeoisie in 
power. Consequently, without the freedom of discussion and criti- 
cism, the proletariat does not recognize unity of action. For that 
reason, intelligent workers must never forget that sometimes serious 
violations of principles occur, which make the break-off of organiza- 
tional relations absolutely necessary.°—(Ibid., pp. 31-32.) 


“Serious violations of principles’ have occurred in the supposed 
“Marxist Party of the Canadian workers,” the Labor Progressive Party, 
which necessitate a break with that Party and the formation of a new 
party, as the quotations from the stated policies of the L.P.P. have 
conclusively proven. In fact the Labor Progressive Party has violated 
practically every principle which a Marxist Party should follow, as a 
study of the conclusions drawn in the History of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union, Bolsheviks, published in 1939 and edited by 
Stalin, shows. 


THE ATTRIBUTES OF A Marxist Party 
The Conclusion states that the History teaches: 


(1) The history of the Party teaches us, first of all, that the 
victory of the proletarian revolution, the victory of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat, is impossible without a revolutionary party of the 
proletariat, a party free from opportunism, irreconcilable towards 
compromisers and capitulators, and revolutionary towards the bour- 
geoisie and its state power.—(History of the CPSU, p. 353.) 
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As has already been shown, far from being free from opportunism 
the Labor Progressive Party has been saturated with opportunism, the 
main advocates of opportunism being the top leaders themselves: 
“National Unity means unity of everyone in the nation under the 
banner of democracy”—Sam Carr. 

Instead of being irreconcilable towards compromisers the L.P.P. 
made compromises with the bourgeoisie which constituted a complete 
betrayal of socialism, a virtue to be emulated. “ .. . We are faced 
with ‘compromise’ not only as a temporary tactical question but as 
a problem of maintaining national unity (1.¢., compromise between 
classes) for a whole historical epoch, . . .”-——John Weir, Editor of the 
Party paper, The Tribune, National Affairs Monthly, July, 1944, 
p. 117.) Weir even went so far as to interpret Confederation as 
a compromise between two antagonistic classes. The two antagonistic 
classes, according to him, being the commercial capitalists and the 
industrial capitalists. To such depths was Marxism perverted in inter- 


preting history in order to justify class collaboration. 
Instead of being “revolutionary in its attitude towards the bour- 
geoisie” the L.P.P. advised: 


State policy after the war as during the war can achieve very 
great results in making the system work, and it is essential that the 
working class should support such a policy. But this can only have 
meaning when understood as an agreement between labor and the 
decisive section of monopoly capital.—STEWART SMITH. 


And as for the Party being “revolutionary in its attitude towards 


—the state power” we get: 


“To concentrate the main blows of the people against the 
King Government and the Liberal Party at the present historical 
moment, would also mean that the struggle to make the King Gov- 
ernment enact progressive legislation would be weakened.—Tim 
Buck. 


Thus the statements of the L.P.P. leadership themselves prove 
conclusively that the L.P.P. completely violates the attributes of a 
Marxist Party outlined in Conclusion (1). 
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(2) The history of the Party further teaches us that a Party 
of the working class cannot perform the role of leader of its class, 
cannot perform the rloe of organizer and leader of the proletarian 
revolution, unless it has mastered the advanced theory. of the working 
class movement, the Marxist-Leninist theory.—(History of the 
CPSU, p. 350.) 


As our examination of their statements have shown the L.P.P. 
leadership not only did not master the theory of Marxism-Leninism 
themselves but by their organizational policies of preventing any 
discussion on major questions of policy by the lower bodies until after 
the policy had been decided on, they prevented the membership from 
using theory in arriving at policies. And not only that, the study of 
Marxist-Leninist theory, far from being encouraged, was discouraged. 
Just as Browder stated: “You will not find the answers in the old books” 
so Buck argued “Old moth-eaten arguments no longer suffice to meet 
new conditions.” The National education department of the L.P.P. 
consistently refused to supply the provincial committees with study 
outlines for Marxist classes and maintained each province should 
prepare their own in spite of the fact the provincial committees could 
not, in most cases, afford a full time educational director. What few 
outlines for classes were prepared refered the students to the revisionist 
writings of Buck and Browder as study material, Attempts of the 
Provincial Committees to prepare study outlines mainly based on the 
Marxist-Leninist classics were condemned as “academic” and “ivory 
tower” methods of studying Marxism-Leninism by the National Leader- 
ship. Hence, we see that the L.P.P. leadership not only did not master 
the theory themselves but revised the theory, discouraged the member- 
ship from even studying the classics and substituted their own revision- 
ist’ writings. 

(3) The history of the Party further teaches us that unless the 
petty bourgeois parties which are active within the ranks of the 
working class, and which push backward sections of the working 


class into the arms of the bourgeoisie are smashed, the victory of the 
proletarian revolution is impossible.— (Ibid., p. 359). 


According to the above conclusion “unity of the working class” 
is prevented by the fact that a section of the working class follow 
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the bourgeoisie, thus splitting their unity. And further, chat the 
working class are pushed into the arms of the bourgeoisie by the petty 
bourgeois parties which must therefore be smashed in order to achieve 
unity of the working class. 

According to the L.P.P. however, labor unity means a division of 
seats between the petty bourgeois C.C.F. Party and the L.P.P. in 
parliamentary elections. In other words, the L.P.P., in practise, did 
the very opposite. Instead of winning the working class away from 
the petty bourgeois parties they tried to unite with these parties, not 
on the basis of a common proletarian program but merely by means of 
a saw-off in the division of seats. 


And not only that, the L.P.P. leadership, instead of winning the 
working class away from following the bourgeoisie, themselves pushed 
them “into the arms of the bourgeoisie” to a far greater extent than 
even the C.C.F. did. The practical activity and slogans of the L.P.P. 
conclusively prove so: “Unity of all progressive forces,” “Democratic 
Front,” “Unity of everyone in the Nation under the banner of Dem- 
ocracy,” ‘Labor-management-government cooperation,” “Continuing 
post-war National unity,” “A National Front,” “An agreement between 
Labor and the decisive section of monopoly capital,” “National unity 
is the policy by which the class interests of the working class as a 
whole will be served, by cooperation with the democratic circles of al! 
classes and all sections of the Canadian people including a decisive section 
of the capitalist class,” “Government representing a partnership of labor 
with that section of the capitalist class which is willing to support 
policies based upon the principles enunciated in the joint declaration 
issued at Teheran,” ‘A Liberal-Labor Coalition Government.” 


Hence, it follows, that the L.P.P. is itself a petty bourgeois, social 
democratic party which splits the working class by pushing sections 
“into the arms of the bourgeoisie.” 


“The unity of the proletariat in the epoch of social revolution” 
Lenin says, “Can be achieved only by the extreme revolutionary party 
of Marxism, and only by relentless struggle against all other parties.”— 


(Ibid., p. 359.) 
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(4) The history of the Party further teaches us that unless 


the Party of the working class wages an uncompromising struggle 
against the opportunists within its own ranks, unless it smashes the 
capitulators in its own midst, it cannot preserve unity and discipline 
within its ranks, it cannot perform its role as leader and organizer 
of the proletarian revolution, nor its role as builder of the new, 
Socialist society.— (Ibid., p: 359.) 


As its entire history shows, the struggle within the L.P.P. was not 
directed against the opportunists since the top leadership themselves 
were arch opportunists. On the contrary, the struggle was against all 
those who opposed their opportunist policies by branding them as 


“Sectarians,” “Leftists,” ‘Anarchists,’ “Syndicalists,” ““Trotskyites,’” 


“Screwballs,” “Degenerates,” and so on, ad nauscam. 


Consequently, the discipline within the Party was not, and could 
not be, a “conscious self-imposed discipline” but a mechanical blind 
discipline, imposed by bureaucratic methods from the top. And the 
unity of the Party was not based on “unity of ideas” through ideological 
conviction but an artificial unity maintained by blind acceptance of 
policies. Unity of the Party was presented as the main object regardless 
of whether the policies were right or wrong. In fact to even question 
the correctness of opportunist policies was denounced ‘‘as splitting the 
unity of the Party” and those who did so were branded as ‘‘anti-Party 
elements.” 


The membership were not informed of Lenin’s dictum: ".. . With- 
out the freedom of discussion and criticism, the proletariat docs not 
recognize unity of action.” 


(5) The history of the Party further teaches us that a Party 
cannot perform its role as leader of the working class if, carried away 
by success, it begins to grow conceited, ceases to observe the defects 
in its work, and fears to acknowledge its mistakes and frankly and 
honestly to correct them in good time. 


A Party is invincible if it does not fear criticism, if it does not 
gloss over the mistakes and defects in its work, if it teaches and 
educates its cadres by drawing the lessons from the mistakes in 
Party work, and if it shows how to correct its mistakes in time. 
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A Party perishes if it conceals its mistakes, if it glosses over 
sore problems, if it covers up its shortcomings by pretending that 
all is well, if it is intolerant of criticism and self-criticism, if it 
gives way to self-complacency and vainglory, if it rests on its 
laurels.—(Ibid., p. 361.) 


A Party cannot perform its role of leader if it fears criticism, 
glosses over its mistakes, covers them up, does not draw lessons from 
them and pretends that all is well. And this is precisely what the 
L.P.P. has done; covered up its mistakes and “pretended that all is 
well.” 

Consequently, there is little wonder that its membership and 
supporters are deserting it. It could not be otherwise because “a party 
perishes if it conceals its mistakes.” Being opportunists to the core, 
however, the L.P.P. leadership had to gloss over and cover up its mistakes 
or stand exposed and discredited before its own membership. Hence the 
drastic lengths they were obliged to resort to in order to continue in 
the leadership; denounce their critics as “drunkards,” “degenerates,” 
“Trotskyites,” ‘‘traitors,’ ‘‘disruptors,” etc. etc; themselves lead all 
discussion on revisionism in order to cover up their betrayal of Marxism, 
to announce ‘The Provincial Executive has ruled there is to be no 
to propose the Party should 
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discussion on revisionism at this meeting;’ 
“root out all tendencies towards” and “reflections of revisionism.” 


(6) Lastly, the history of the Party teaches us that unless it has 
wide connections with the masses, unless it constantly strengthens 
these connections, unless it knows how to harken to the voice of the 
masses and understand their urgent needs, unless it is prepared not 
only to teach the masses but to learn from the masses, a Party of the 
working class cannot be a real mass Party capable of leading the 
working class millions and all the laboring people.—(Ibid., p. 362.) 


The leadership of the L.P.P. was ever anxious to ‘teach the masses,” 
particularly teaching them “socialism is not an issue,” teaching them 
“the class interests of the working class as a whole will be served by 
Cooperation with a decisive scction of the capitalise class,” that ‘full 
employment can be maintained in the post-war,” that a ‘“Liberal-Labor 
coalition government, with Labor as a full partner in it, would open 
a new and higher stage of National progress in Canada.” 
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However, the L.P.P. leaders were quite above learning from the 
masses. They conceived of themselves as the ‘‘leaders” whom the poor 
ignorant masses must follow. If they could not get their policies 
accepted this simply meant that they must organize and prepare more 
fully for a further meeting and win a majority vote for their policies. 

They could not understand that a majority vote in a meeting did 
not mean that they had convinced the masses; they did not understand 
that bureaucracy was no substitute for democracy; they did not under- 
stand that in order to teach the masses they should also “harken to the 
voice of the masses” in order “to learn from the masses;” they did not 
understand the dialectical unity of teaching and learning because they 
were not Marxists but opportunists. 


They did not know that: 


A Party perishes if it shuts itself up in its narrow Party shell, 
if it severs itself from the masses, if it allows itself to be covered 
with bureaucratic rust.—(lbid., p. 362.) 


A study of organizational principles necessary for a real Marxist 
workers’ Party as outlined in the History of the CPSU (Bolsheviks) 
shows that principles in organization are just as important as principles 
in tactics and program; that unless a working class party has such or- 
ganizational principles and adheres to them it will perish. Whereas the 
constitution of a Marxist Party can provide to a large extent protec- 
tion and observance of organizational principles, the aims and objects 
of a Party are also Guestions of basic importance which must be un- 
equivocally stated in the Party program. 


THE ProGraM OF A Marxist Party 


A correct program is of decisive importance to a workers’ Party. 
A political program must outline the aims and objects of a Party. A 
program should be finally adopted only after the most thorough going 
discussion and criticism, and once adopted, should be rigidly adhered 
to. As is the case with 1 Party constitution, a Party program deals 
with questions of principle. Whereas, the non-Marxist, vague, equivocal 
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program of the Labor Progressive Party was adopted after only a few 


hours’ discussion at a two-day National Convention, the final program 
of a new Party should be adopted only after a prolonged and thorough 
discussion extending over a period of weeks or months and involving the 
entire membership. 

In drafting such a program, consideration should be given to the 
following important questions: 


1—THE INTERNATIONAL CHARACTER OF IMPERIALISM. 


The international character of capitalism in its highest stage— 
Imperialism——which is a world system of exploitation and oppression 
of oppressed classes and nations. Consequently the international char- 
acter of the movement for emancipation from capitalist exploitation and 
the achievement of socialism should be recognized. 


2.—TECHNOLOGICAL DEVELOPMENT AND ITS 
CONSEQUENCES. 


Technological development in the sphere of production, far from 
resolving the economic, social and political contradictions of Imperial- 
ism, serves to further accentuate these contradictions, thus tending 
to further develop the polarization of great wealth at one pole and 
abject poverty at the other; to make the recurrence and severity of 
economic crises due to over-production more prolonged and severe, 
accompanied by mass unemployment; to increase the rivalry and com- 
petition for markets and cheap sources of raw material between rival 
monopolies and Imperialist states; finally, to intensify all the antagon- 
isms of world society and further develop the objective and subjective 
conditions necessary for the overthrow of capitalism as the only means 
of overcoming the antagonisms. 


3.—-RECOGNITION OF THE FACT THAT “A PEOPLE 
WHICH OPPRESSES OTHER PEOPLE, 
CANNOT THEMSELVES BE FREE.” 


The two following points in connection with the National and 
Colonial question must be exhaustively studied and a correct Marxian 
position in the interests of the movement for Socialism formulated: 
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(4) The Continued Membership of Canada in the British Common- 
wealth of Nations.—The countries which comprise the Commonwealth 
constitute the self-governing and exploiting states of the British Empire. 
By continuing the so-called British connection, Canada cannot escape 
responsibility for the reactionary measures of oppression and suppression 
practised by the dominant states of the Empire which, during 1945, 
has resulted in British Empire forces assuming the role of the principle 
medium of world reaction in preventing millions of colonial peoples 
from achieving their independence. Armed forces of the British Empire 
have, during 1945, been used as interventionist troops to prevent the 
escablishment of democratic governments and the achievement of 
independence in Syria, Greece, Belgium, Egypt, French-Indo China and 
Java. 


The whole history of monopoly capital goes to show that it is not 
because of patriotic motives that the British connection is maintained 
by the ruling circles in Canada. The real reason for continuing Cana- 
dian membership in the British Commonwealth is for the purpose of 
enabling Canadian monopoly capital to share with British Imperialism 
in the super-exploitation of the colonial peoples of the British Empire 
through the medium of preferential trade agreements and other advan- 
tages in trade enjoyed by Commonwealth countries. Certainly it is 
not for reasons of National defense that the British connection is 
maintained, as the United States occupies a far more strategic position 
than Britain in the event there should arise a military threat to Canada. 
For reasons of geographical proximiy and of American financial invest- 
ments in Canada, the U.S.A. would be, in fact, more interested in 
preventing any hostile power becoming established on Canadaian soil 
than would British Imperialism. It follows therefore, that Canada’s 
continued membership in the Commonwealth on the one hand, enables 
Canadian monopoly capital to share in the exploitation of the colonies, 
and on the other strengthens British Imperialism in its suppression 
of the colonial peoples and thereby makes Canada a partner in that 
suppression. The people of Canada as a whole therefore, become a 


part of the system of suppression and oppression of hundreds of 
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millions of colonial people, which is an unenviable position for anv 


freedom loving people to be placed in. 


(6) The Status of French Canada as a Minority Nation Within the 
Canadian State—the Dominion of Canada.—The fact that the people 
of French Canada suffer from economic, social and cultural inequalities 
has been amply established. However, the old Communist movement 
in Canada and the L.P.P. leadership has always advanced the specious 
argument that the French Canadian people have political equality while 
at the same time admitting that the economic, social and cultural 
inequalities are largely due to “government policies.” Lenin placed the 
responsibility of the working class on the question of the right of 
nations to secede as follows: 


The proletariat of the oppressing nation cannot confine itself to 
general hackeneyed phrases that may be repeated by any pacifist 
bourgeois against annexations and for the equal right of nations in 
general. The proletariat cannot evade the question that is particularly 
“unpleasant” for the bourgeoisie, namely, the question of the frontiers 
of states that are based on National oppression. The proletariat 
cannot but fight against the forcibile retention of the oppressed 
nations within the boundaries of a given state, and this is exactly 
what the struggle for the right of self-determination means. The 
proletariat must demand the right of political secession for the 
colonies and for the nation that “its own” nation oppresses. Unless 
it does this, proletarian internationalism will remain a meaningless 
phrase, mutual confidence and class solidarity between the workers 
of the oppressing and oppressed nations will be impossible. 


The Socialists of the oppressed Nations, on the other hand, mus 
particularly fight for and maintain complete, absolute unity (also 
organizational) between the workers of the oppressed nation and 
the workers of the oppressing nation. Without such unity it will be 
impossible to maintain an independent proletarian policy and class 
solidarity with the proletariat of other countries in the face of all the 
subterfuge, treachery and trickery of the bourgeoisie; for the bour- 
geoisie of the oppressed nations always converts the slogan of national 

liberation into a means of deceiving the workers; in internal politics 
it utilizes these slogans as a means for concluding reactionary agree- 
ments with the bourgeoisie of the ruling nation.” —( Selected Works, 
Vol. V, pp. 271-72.) 
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Lenin, not only explained the necessity of the working class of an 
oppressing nation demanding the right of secession for an oppressed 
nation, but went further: “. .. The refusal to advocate the right of 
self-determination,” he said, ‘is equal to the worst opportunism.” 


(Selected Works, Vol. IV, p. 291.) 


All talk of equality for a minority nation is nothing more nor less 
than hypocritical phrasemongering unless the oppressed nation has the 
right to secede. Without this right it is practically impossible to achieve 


equality in the economic, social and cultural fields. 


For the working class of English speaking Canada the problem of 
French Canadian equality is not a question of ethical principles, but a 
question of international proletarian solidarity and of the economic 
welfare and democratic rights of the workers of English speaking 
Canada themselves. Thousands of workers in attempts to negotiate 
agreements for wage increases in various industrics, have met with 
the stock reply: “If the management were to increase wages they 
would be unable to compete with rival firms who pay much lower 
wages in French Canada.” So long as French Canadian inequality exists, 
there exists with it a constant threat to democratic rights and liberties, 
not only in French Canada, but throughout the Dominion. So long as 
French Canada has not the right of secession, inequalities will remain, 
and so long as inequalities remain, French Canada will constitute a 
base for reaction threatening the democratic rights and liberties of all 
Canadians. Further: ‘. . . The socialist of an oppressing nation, who 
does not conduct propaganda, both in peacetime and in wartime, in 
favor of the freedom of secession for the oppressed nations, is not an 
internationalist, but a chauvinist.”’—(Lenin’s Selected Works, Vol. V, 


p. 287.) 
4.—DEMOCRACY AND RACIAL EQUALITY. 


Although Canada is considered to be an advanced, democrati¢ 
country, the fact remains that many medieval remnants of fuedalism 
still remain. This is particularly true in the sphere of racial equality; 
which is supposed to be a recognized principle in all civilized, democratic 
countries. Not only do the French Canadians suffer from inequality; 
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but racial discrimination is practised and even encouraged by reactionary 
circles throughout Canada. This is particularly true of the native 
Indians, the treatment of whom has been shameful to say the least. No 
genuine attempt has ever been made to raise their economic, social and 
cultural level to that of the descendants of the Europeans who despoiled 
them and robbed them of their best lands. 


The same practise of religious, racial and national inequality is 
true of the treatment meted out to Canadian citizens of Jewish, Negro, 
Chinese, Japanese and East Indian extractions and to a lesser extent 
also to citizens of other religious racial or national extractions. So 
long as this situation is permitted to continue it will be impossible to 
establish the unity and solidarity of the working class necessary to 
their class interests. 


Therefore it is essential that the working class fight for the complete 
equality of all citizens and not only equality before the law, but actual 
equality in practise. The practise of religious, racial and national dis- 
crimination should be made a criminal offense, not only because of the 
injustice of it, not only because it tends to keep the working class 
divided, but also because it constitutes a basic feature of and breeding 
ground for fascism. 


5.—CANADA’S PARLIAMENT. 


Apologists for Canadian capitalism, such as the L.P.P. leaders, are 
“our”? democratic institutions even to the extent of 
dropping the demand from the L.P.P. election platform for the aboli- 


tion of the Canadian Senate, the counterpart of the British House of 


forever lauding 


Lords. Actually, the Senate is one of the most autocratic remnants 
of medieval absolutism, of feudal reaction. It is the ‘very antithesis of 
democracy. One of the foremost democratic demands of the Canadian 
working class must be the demand for the abolition of this reactionary 
institution. In the first place the Senate is not an elective body but one 
whose members are appointed, the basis of these appointments being 
property wealth and political service to one or the other of the political 
parties of the big bourgeoisie. Such a demand is necessary because: 
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The proletariat cannot be victorious except through democracy, 
i.e, by intrgducing complete democracy and by combining every 
step of its struggle with democratic demands formulated in the 
most determined manner.-—LENIN.—(Ibid., p. 283.) 


In deciding whether or not a second house of parliament, of a demo- 
cratic elective character, should be retained, consideration should be 
given to the advisability of replacing the present Senate by a House of 
Nationalities in which representation would be based on National lines 
and not on per capita representation. Such a House could have equal 
representation from both French and English Canada. Although 
Canada’s native Indians do not constitute a Nation, in the scientific 
sense of the term, nevertheless they should have representation in such 
a House, if established. (The native Maoris of New Zealand have 
direct representation in Parliament as a. special section of the popu- 
lation. ) 

It is dificult to conceive of the French Canadians attaining 
political equality within the Canadian State unless, in addition to the 
right of secession, some such equal basis of representation be established. 


6.—CANADA’S CONSTITUTION, 

Canada’s Constitution must be revised in order to guarantee, among 
others, the following democratic rights and measures: 

(a) The sovercignity of the people, the supreme power of the State, 
must be vested entirely in the people’s representatives and should be 
elected on the basis of proportional representation and subject to 
reall by a majority of their electors at any time. 

(b) The right of every citizen 18 years of age to elect or to be 
elected to any representative institution; adequate payment of people’s 
representatives elected to municipal, provincial and federal government 
bodies. 

(c) Inviolability of person and domicile. 

(d) Unhampered freedom of conscience, speech, press, assembly, 
strikes and organization. 

(e) Separation of Church from State, and schools from Church; 
schools to be absolutely secular. 
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(f) Free and compulsory general and technical education for all 
children of both sexes up to the ages of 18; minimum educational 
standards to be established. 


7.—TAXATION AND NATIONALIZATION. 

The abolition of all indirect taxes such as sales tax, excise tax and 
‘Juxury taxes.” Inheritance, corporation, excess profit and income taxes 
to be retained but more steeply graduated with higher exemptions for 
low incomes. 


Nationalization of all banks and of all trusts. 


§.—THE PHYSICAL AND MORAL WELL-BEING OF THE 
WORKING CLASS. 
In order to safeguard the health and physical and moral well-being 
of the working class, the Party should demand: 
(a) Limitation of the working day of all wage workers to six hours. 
(6) A maximum 30-hour work week without reduction of pay. 
(c) Complete prohibition of overtime work. 
(¢) Time and one half for all night work between the hours of 
8 p.m. and 6 a.m., and double time for all Sunday work. 


(ce) Restriction of the working day of youth under 18 to four 
hours. 


AN AGRARIAN PROGRAM 


A Marxist Party’s approach to the problem of the agrarian popula- 
tion must be based first of all on recognition of the class divisions in 
the countryside. The Party will secure a mass base in the countryside, 
not among farmers generally, but specifically among the agricultural 
wage workers, semi-proletarians and poor farmers. 

The Party of the proletariat is duty bound to defend the interests 
of the exploited agrarian population, secure a firm base among the 
classes enumerated above and eventually secure an alliance with the 
middle stratum of the farmers. 
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THE FIGHT AGAINST OPPORTUNISM 


It must be recognized that in Canada at the present time, “‘oppor- 
tunism is the main enemy.” One of the main tasks of a Marxist Party, 
therefore, will be a ruthtess struggle against opportunism in all its 
manifold aspects. Fortunately there are few new forms of opportunism 
which is as old as the labor movement itself. Since the time of Lasalle, 
i.e., the ‘“‘sixtys” of the last century, opportunism has been a recognized 
enemy within the labor movement. 


One of the greatest and most comprehensive pieces of Marxist 
literature, the Program of the Communist International, which was 
finally formulated only after four years of critical discussion, amend- 
ments and improvements, devotes an entire section to the problem of 
opportunism and the fight against it. This section outlines in detail 
how “Socialist” reformism, as practised by the Social Democratic 


Parties, has revised Marxism in all its essential principles. In order 


that the reader may know what specific forms revisionism has taken, 
we will quote the entire paragraph, and then, point by point, consider 
whether similar methods of revision of Marxian theory have been 


practised in the Canadian Labor movement. Here is the reference: 


In the sphere of theory, social-democracy has utterly and com- 
pletely betrayed Marxism, having traversed the road from revisionism 
to complete liberal bourgeois reformism and avowed social-imperialism. 
Ic has substituted in place of the Marxian theory of the contradictions 
of Capitalism the bourgeois theory of its harmonious development; 
it has pigeon-holed the theory of crisis and of the pauperization of 
the proletariat; it has turned the flaming and menacing theory of 
class struggle into prosaic advocacy of class peace; it has exchanged 
the theory of growing class antagonisms for the petty-bourgeois 
fairytale about the “democratization” of capital; in place of the 
theory of the inevitability of war under capitalism it has substituted 
the bourgeois deciet of pacifism and the lying propaganda of “ultra- 
imperialism;” it has exchanged the theory of the revolutionary down- 
fall of capitalism for the counterfiet coinage of “sound” capitalism 
transforming itself peacefully into socialism; it has replaced revolution 
by evolution, the destruction of the bourgeois State by its active 
upbuilding, the theory of proletarian dictatorship by the theory of 
coalition with the bourgeoisie, the doctrine of international prole- 
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tarian solidarity by preaching defence of the imperialist fatherland; 
for Marxian dialectical materialism it has substituted the idealist 
philosophy and is now engaged in picking up the crumbs of religion 
that fall from the table of the bourgeosie—(Handbook of Marxism, 
pp. 1025-26.) 


To deal with the first point: 


It bas substituted in place of the Marxian theory of the contra- 
dictions of Capitalism the bourgeois theory of its harmonious develop- 
ment, 


Has the leadership of the L.P.P. advanced the theory of the “har- 


monious development” of capitalism? Let the reader consider the 


following statements of official L.P.P. policy. We will deal with them 
in chronological order. In 1943 Buck stated: 


Victory over the axis will clear the way for the full democratic 
development of all peoples—for the liberation of nations, the adoption 
of policies of economic security, the abolition of national oppression, 
the lifting of the colonial nations out of slavery into the light of 
freedom, on the basis of national self-determination.—(Canada in 
the Coming Offensive, p. 27.) 


And again: 


Such is the evidence that the defeat of Hitlerism in Europe and 
Japan in Asia will open up the possibilities for far reaching social 
progress by orderly means for the peoples of the world.* (Victory 
Through Unity, p. 17.) 


We now proceed to 1944: 


The question of how we can continue to produce and dispose 
of approximately the same amount of goods in peacetime as we are 
producing today is the crucial question that we shall then face as a 
Nation. If we solve that problem successfully, in a democratic way, 
we shall have taken a long stride towards a happier and more pros- 
perous Canada. 


Wartime experience has proven conclusively that we can solve 
the problem in an orderly and democratic way.*—(Unity or Chaos, 


p. 23.) 
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The same viewpoint of obtaining prosperity under capitalism by 
orderly means and democratic progress is emphasized by Buck in many 
of his statements. The 1944 federal election platform of the L.P.P. 
expresses a similar theory of “harmonious development of capitalism”: 


The approaching victory of the peoples will make possible long 
years of prosperity* on the secure foundations of United Nations 
friendship and cooperation—(A Better Canada, p. 5.) 


From the above statements we have “full democratic development 
of all peoples,” “far-reaching social progress by orderly means for the 
peoples of the world,” “solving the problem” of full production in “an 
orderly democratic way,” and “long years of world prosperity.” 

Thus we see how the L.P.P. leadership “thas substituted in place of 
the Marxian theory of the contradictions of capitalism the bourgeois 
theory of its harmonious development.” 


We shall now consider the second point: 


It has pigeon-holed the theory of crisis and the pauperization 
of the proletariat. 


In this connection the L.P.P. leadership states: 


Proud of their victorious defense of freedom in this war, and 
confident of continuing prosperity and progress," our people must 
march to new horizons in the years to come.-(A Better Canada, 
p. 8.) 

On the basis of the Teheran agreement there is now the possibility 
that capitalist economy will be able to avoid a crisis* of the sort 
which followed the first world war—Tim Buck (National Affairs 
Monthly, April, 1944. p. 5.) 

Government policies in accord with the Teheran agreement 
will maintain the national income, the level of employment and 
popular purchasing power. They will make possible the achievement 
of a rising level of prosperity.*—Tim Buckx.—(Ibid., p. 4.) 

A government based upon a Democratic Coalition of Progressive 
Forces is the key to lasting prosperity* in Canada and Canadian 
support to enduring peace in the world—Tim Buck — (Depression 
or Prosperity, p. 12.) 
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In the labor movement we had to combat the malicious sneers 
of the C.C.F. leaders, their complete refusal to understand that 
Teheran opens a tremendous perspective not only for speedy coalition 
victory in the war, but for organized post war prosperity* on the 
basis of reconstruction of the devastated world and steady increases 
in the standards of living.*—Sam Carr.—(National Affairs, Sep- 
tember, 1944, p. 173.) 

If proper policies are pursued we can maintain a post war level 
of employment and purchasing power equal to if not higher than the 
relative prosperity brought by the war.*—Tim Buckx-—Depression 
or Prosperity, p. 4.) 

The central problem of Dominion government policy after the 
war will be to maintain the national income and public purchasing 
power at a prosperity level. This can be done.* The war has proved 
that the nation through its elected government, can direct its economy 
so as to maintain any desired level of production® within our physical 
capacity.—(A Better Canada, p. 11.) 


Instead of the theory of crisis we have “capitalist cconomy will be 
” Instead of the pauperization of the proletariat 
organized post- 


able to avoid a crisis.’ 
we get “continuing prosperity,” “lasting prosperity, 
war prosperity,” and the “maintenance of any desired level of economy.” 


o> ee 


The third point will now be dealt with: 


It has turned the yaming and menacing theory of class struggle 
into prosaic advocacy of class peace. 


Has the leadership of the L.P.P. turned the theory of class struggle 
into “prosaic advocacy of class peace?” Consider the following state 


ments: 


The Teheran Declaration is, thereforc, above all a platform of 
democratic struggle. The fight for policies in accord with it in every 
country is primarily a struggle to unite labor and all democratic 
forces, including a section of the capitalist class,* behind policies of 
johs, social security and progress at home, through cooperation with 
all democratic peoples in post war reconstruction and development 


abroad.—Tim Bucx.—(Club Life, Aug., 1945.) 


And Buck wrote the article the above quotation is taken from to 
brove that the L.P.P. “did not have a revisionist line.’ According to 
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Buck the Teheran Declaration is ‘a platform of democratic struggle” 
and this struggle has as its aim to “unite labor” with “a section of the 
capitalist class.’ But to continues 


The task of Jabor statesmanship is to go forward on the basis 
of anti-fascist coalition and cooperation with the decisive: sections 
of monopoly capital* who are carrying through the Teheran offensive 
against fascism both in military terms and in terms of long range 
policy—StTewarT SmiTH.— (National Affairs Monthly, June, 1944, 
p. 76.) 


Just think! The ‘‘decisive Sections of monopoly capital” are now 
“anti-fascist” and “the task of labor statesmanship” is to go forward 
in “coalition” and “cooperation” with these “decisive sections of 
monopoly capital.” In other words, the anti-fascist forces, according 
to Smith, include the “decisive sections of monopoly capital” and 
“labor” in “coalition” and “cooperation.” 


To such abject depths of opportunism has the ‘People’s Front of 
struggle against fascism and war,” which Dimitroff stated, was “A 
struggle against fascism, a struggle against capitalism, a struggle for 
the victory of socialism throughout the world,” finally been perverted. 
And it should be noted that these policies were advanced, not as a 
temporary expedient during the war, but “in terms of long-range 
policy,” as a policy for the post-war. 


The idea of class peace was not confined to Canada alone by the 
L.P.P. leaders but to the entire world: 


The great coalition between the U.S.S.R. and the capitalist 
democracies is the highest expression of the world wide class alliance* 
brought into being by the war. This class alliance and the continued 
cooperation of the socialist and democratic states will be the’ instru- 
ment for an orderly unfolding of a great democratic political transi- 
tion® in the old world.—Tim Bucx.—(Depression or Prosperity, 


p. 11.) 
To proceed to the fifth point: 


It has exchanged the theory of growing class antagonisms for 
the petty bourgeois fairy tale about the “democratization of capital.” 
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In this connection consider the following: 





Herridge’s spceches mirror a large and important sentiment 
in favor of democratic progress within the Conservative Party.” 
—Tim Bucx.—(A Democratic Front for Canada, p. 14.) 


The speech of Mr. Herridge at the Tory convention represents 
the sentiments of a section of progressive Conservatives who can 
and should become part of the great line-up of democratic forces 
in Canada.*—-Sam Carr. — (Ibid., p. 7.) 


It is therefore in the interests of the working class and other 
sections of the population, including the enlightened capitalists,* 
to oppose policies of wage cutting and advocate policies leading to 
higher incomes.—W. Kastiton, executive secretary to the National 
Executive.— (National Affairs, Aug. 1944, p. 153.) 


But what will be the nature of all this planning? It will be 
essentially and fundamentally an agreement between the more far 
sighted sections of monopoly capital, who recognize the need of such 
control® and state intervention to make capitalism work, and the 
working class* and progressive-democratic forces of the nation.— 
STEWART SMit¥i.—(National Affairs, June 1944, p. 74.) 


National unity means unity of everyone in the nation™ under the 
banner of democracy. Democracy means homes, jobs, rchabilitation, 
freedom of speech, and better education—Sam Carr.—(The P.A. 
(Pacific Advocate,) Sept. 22, 1945.) 


Is it possible to achieve national unity in Canada for the carrying 
through of such policies? (Policies of economic expansion, raising 
of the standards of life of a thousand million people and a higher 
political stage in the world as a whole.—F.M.) Indeed it is. One of 
the best pieces of evidence to show that it is possible is to be seen 
in the changing tone and character of opinions expressed by many 
leading spokesmen of the capitalist class.*—Tim Buck, — (Unity 
or Chaos, p. 25.) 


The above quotations graphically depict how the L.P.P. leaders 
have replaced the Marxian theory of “growing class antagonisms” by 
the theory of the big capitalists becoming “democratic,” “far sighted,” 
“enlightened” and “progressive,” i.e., “the democratization of capital.” 


We shall now take point six: 
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dn place of the theory of the inevitability of war under capital. 
ism it has substituted the bourgeois deceit of pacifism and the lying 
propaganda of “ultra-imperialism.” 


We shall now review the position taken by the L.P.P. leaders: 


If anybody cares to study the magnificent panorama laid open 
to mankind by the agreements of Teheran and the Crimea he will 
find that what ic really amounts to is an agreement between three 
leaders of world democracy that henceforth their aim and objective 
must be to maintain peace by making the years which follow this war 
The Epoch of the Abolition of Poverty.—Tim Buck. — (The Crimea 
Decisions and your Future, p. 8.) 


So! Henceforth British and American Impcrialism, according to 
Buck, are going to maintain peace by making the post war years “The 
Epoch of the Abolition of Poverty,” a slogan coined by Buck himself. 
Imperialism is not only going to maintain peace but abolish poverty. 
Here we have the theory of ultra- imperialism in all its nakedness and 


advanced by the National leader of a supposed Communist movement. 
But to continue: 


We can make our nation a conscious partner in the galaxy of 
democratic peoples marching through victory to a prosperous peace* 
and through prosperity in the peace to a richer, better world envisaged 
in the historic agreement consummated at Teheran.—Tim Buck.— 
(National Affairs, April, 1944, p. 7.) 

The Teheran agreement opens up the perspective of all the 
productive power of the United States, Canada and Britain being put 
to work when the war is over, producing equipment and supplies for 
rebuilding the devastated cities, railway systems, industries and farms 
of Europe, parts of the Soviet Union, and vast areas of the Far East. 
It opens up a perspective in which, for the first time in history, the 
nations would cooperate in making good the devastation of a great 
war. Ir even brings forward the possibility of extending the advan- 
tages of industrial civilization to backward areas without subjecting 
them to Imperialist exploitation." The Teheran agreement opens up 
the prospect for @ period of tremendous economic and political pro- 
gress. —Ibid., p. 3.) 


According to Buck the Imperialist powers are not only going to 
cooperate in the post war but industtrialize the colonial countries 
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“without subjecting them to Imperialist exploitation.” This is really 


“brilliant.” To continue: 


United Nations unity and collaboration can be maintained when 
the war is won. Peace can be preserved once the Axis power is 
destroyed. The twenty year treaty between Britain and the U.S.S.R. 
is an augury of the international relations which are possible after 
the war.—T1m Buck—(Camnada in the Coming Offensive, p. 27.) 


... Only the overthrow of Capitalism will put an end to all 


Seventh Congress of the C.L: 


“. . Only the overthrow of Capitalism will put an end to all 
war; .. (The United Front, p. 133.) 
Point seven reads as follows: 


It has exchanged the theory of the revolutionary downfall of 
capitalism for the counterfeit coinage of “sound” capitalism trans- 
forming itself peacefully into socialism. 


There follows the position of the L.P.P. leadership: 


Victory over the Axis... will assure the possibility of tremen- 
dous strides forward, towards the great cultural, economic and social 
advancement outlined in the Atlantic Charter. It will assure free- 
dom* for the national development of those peoples who have been 
oppressed. (No doubt Java and Indo-China are examples of such 
freedom.—F.M.) The people of India will be able to secure their 
national freedom. China will be free. Nations in which the dominant 
trend of political opinion is Socialist will be able to translate their 
opinions into action.“—Tim Buck.—(Canada in the Coming Of- 
fensive. p. 27.) 


... This mighty democratic upsurge marks a tremendous for- 
ward step. It will bring lasting benefits to the majority of the people, 
however, only if, out of it, there is developed a unified political 
movement of progressive workers, farmers and middle class people 
who can guide that movement steadily forward in a struggle to elect 
farmer-labor governments and finally a government that will establish 
Socialism in Canada. *—Tim Bucx.-—(Victory through Unity, 


p. 56.) 


Sc ‘progressive” workers, farmers and middle class people are 


going to “elect” a “government that will establish Socialism in Canada.” 
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Speaking of the Teheran agreement, Buck stated: 


This class alliance and the continued cooperation of socialist 
and democratic capitalist states will be the instrument for az orderly 
unfolding of a great democratic political transition in the old world.” 
— (Depression or Prosperity, p. 11.) 


In addition to the above, the writings of Buck and other L.P.P. 
leaders are replete with statements which although they do not frankly 
forecast “capitalism transforming itself peacefully into Socialism” 
in so many words, nevertheless make that inference. For instance, we 
get such statements as: “The Teheran agreement opens up the prospect 
for a period of tremendous economic and political progress.” As a 
variation we get: 


Ie will be the sacred duty of all men and women who crave 
for peace and social progress to strive to maintain the largest possible 
measure of national unity in support of continued unity of the 
United Nations. Such unity can be the guarantee of a lasting peace, 
collective security and orderly social progress* after victory has been 
achieved—Tim Bucx.— (Unity or Chaos, p. 14.) 


From the above it is clear that Buck claimed that national unity 
which he described as cooperation between labor and a decisive section 
of the capitalist class, and international unity would guarantee lasting 
peace, collective security and orderly social progress. Following Teheran 
the “prospect” became ‘tremendous political progress” as a result of 
that “dipolmatic agreement” as Duclos termed it. 


To ABOLISH CAPITALISM BECOMES ‘CONTRARY TO THE 
INTERESTS OF THE WorKING CLass” 


Ironically enough the Party which termed itself “The Party of 
scientific socialism” became one of the principle opponents of the very 
idea of establishing socialism in Canada. Consider these statements 
from the leadership of a Party that professes to have as its objective, 
Socialism: 

Establishment of socialism is not an immediate issue in Canada; 
it will not be in the immediate post war period. Certain specific 
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objective conditions must exist to make the question of socialism 
an immediate issue and they do not as yet exist in Canada.—T™ 
Bucx.—(Unity or Chaos, p. 35.) 

Any honest appraisal of the situation which exists today compels 
recognition of the fact that capitalist economy has expanded tre- 
mendously and uninterruptedly throughout the past five years and 
the prospect is for further considerable development after the war.” 
The overwhelming majority of Canada’s people support this economic 
system and it will unquestionably continue to prevail in the post war 
years.” In the face of these facts I would be dishonest to suggest 
that we can determine what sort of economic system we shall live 
under after the war. Objective forces have decided that for us.— 
Tm Bucx.—(The Crimea Decisions, p. 8.) 

There is no objective basis* for any suggestion that conditions, 
objective and subjective,* in Canada will be such as to make it possible 
to abolish the profit system* here in the immediate post war period. 
—Tim Bucx.—(National Affairs, April, 1944, p. 4.) 

To support policies in accord with the Teheran agreement means 
to accept the prospect thar capitalist relationships will continue in 
Canada in the post war years.*—.(1bid.) 


The only kind of sense the above petty-bourgeois sophisms contain, 
from a Marxist viewpoint, is #onsense. First, Buck states that Social- 
ism is not an immediate issue because “‘certain specific objective condi- 
tions” “do not as yet exist in Canada.” The very fact that Canadian 
capitalism long ago reached the monopoly stage, the stage of Imperial- 
ism, created the prerequisites, ¢he objective conditions, which places the 
question of Socialism on the order of the day. And even though Canada 
had not advanced economically to the point it has, during the period 
of world Imperialism the question of Socialism would still be on the 
order of the day because: 


Formerly, it was customary to talk of the existence or absence 
of objective conditions for the proletarian revolution in individual 
countries, or, to be more exact, in this or that advanced country. 
This point of view is now inadequate. Now we must say that 
objective conditions for the revolution exist throughout the whole 
system of imperialist world economy, which is an integral unit;* 
the existence within this system of some countries that are not 
sufficiently developed from the industrial point of view cannot form 
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an insurmountable obstacle to the revolution, if the system, as a 
whole has become, or more correctly, because the system as a whole 
has become ripe for the revolution.—StTaLin.— (Foundations of 
Leninism, pp. 33-34.) 


And forty years ago Lenin wrote: ‘The conditions for Socialism 
in Europe have reached not a certain degree of maturity, but are 
already mature.”*—(Two Tactics, p. 69.) 


So Lenin pointed out the conditions for Socialism were mature in 
Europe, but forty years later Buck claims such conditons do not yet 
exist in Canada. 


But having presented his “objective conditions” theory against 
the possibility of achieving Socialism, Buck goes further and states 
that :“I would be dishonest to suggest that we can determine what 
sort of economic system we shall live under after the war. Objective 
forces have decided that for us.” So! Objective conditions, i.e., the 
level of development of productive forces, decide whether or not 
Socialism is realizable. This theory is almost identical with that of 
Kautsky regarding the “level of productive forces” of whom Stalin 


wrote: 


. . . Did anybody betray the working class? Oh, no! Everything 
was as it should have been. In the first place the (2nd.) International 
is an “instrument of peace,” and not of war. Besides, in view of the 
“level of productive forces” which then prevailed, it was impossible 
to do anything else. And so the “blame” is thrown on “productive 
forces.” This is precisely the explanation vouchsafed “us” by Mr. 
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Kautsky’s “productive forces” “theory.” Whoever does not believe 
in this “theory” is not a Marxist. The role of the Parties? Their part 
in the movement? But what could a Party do against so decisive 
a factor as-the “level of productive forces?” A host of similar 
examples of such falsification of Marxism could be quoted. 

It is hardly necessary to prove that this spurious Marxism which 
is intended to hide the nakedness of opportunism, is only a European 
adaptation of that theory of “tailism” which Lenin fought even 
before the first Russion revolution. 


It is hardly necessary to prove that the elimination of this 
theoretical falsification is a prerequisite for the creation of truly revo- 
lutionary parties in the west.*—Sta.in.— (Ibid., p. 31.) 
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But Buck does not ‘confine his argument against Socialism to 
objective conditions, but goes further when he states: “Conditions 
objective and subjective” are such that “there is no objective basis for 
to abolish the profit system here 


> ek 


any suggestion to make it possible 
in the immediate post war period.” 

Here we have a truly formidable array of “objective and subjective” 
conditions aligned by Buck against the possibility of achieving Social- 
ism. Actually, however, Buck’s alignment of both objective and 
subjective conditions against the possibility of achieving Socialism in 
the near future is nothing more nor less than the old “theory” of 
spontaneity of which Stalin wrote: 


The “theory” of spontaneity is the theory of opportunism. It 
is the theory of deference to the spontaneity of the labor movement, 
the theory that actually denies to the vanguard of the working class, 
to the Party of the working class, its leading role. 

The theory of deference to spontaneity is decidedly opposed 
to the revolutionary character of the labour movement; it is opposed 
to the movement following the line of struggle against the founda- 
tions of capitalism and is in favor of the movement following ev- 
clusively the line of “possible? demands which are “acceptable” to 
and can be carried out under capitalism.” It is wholly in favour 
of the “line of least resistance.” The theory of spontaniety represents 
the ideology of trade unionism. 

The theory of deference to spontancity is decidedly opposed to 
giving the spontancous movement a conscious, methodical character. 
It is opposed to the Party marching ahead of the working class. 
elevating the masses to the level of class consciousness and leading 
the movement. . . .—(Ibid., p. 29.) 


What are the subjective forces or conditions in the struggle for 
Socialism which Buck referred to? Obviously the subjective forces 
are the working class and its allies. And if the subjective forces are not 
yet ready for Socialism then if is the duty of a Marxist Party to further 
their development for “the Party to march ahead of the working class” 
as Stalin stated. Compare Buck’s attitude towards the level of develop- 
ment of the subjective forces with that of Dimitroff: 


Waging a decisive struggle against any reliance on spontaneity, 
we take account of the process of development of the revolution, not 
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as passive observers, but as active participants in the process. As a 
Party of revolutionary action—fulfilling at every stage of the move- 
ment the tasks that are in the interests of the revolution, the tasks 
that correspond to the specific conditions at each stage, and soberly 
taking into consideration the political level of the wide mass of the 
working people—we accelerate,* more than in any other way, the 
creation of the subjective preconditions* necessary for the victory 
of the proletarian revolution —(The United Front, p. 140.) 


Whereas Buck informs the working class that subjective conditions 
do not make possible even the “suggestion” that Socialism can be 
realized in the immediate post war years, Dimitroff points out that a 
Marxist Party “‘accelerates” “the creation of the subjective precondi- 
tions” as active participants. Clearly we have here two entirely 
different viewpoints of the problem of “subjective conditions.” 


Instead of utilizing the theory of Socialism as a means of mobilizing 
the working people for the achievement of Socialism such an attitude 
does the very opposite. Consider the true Marxian position on the 
utilization of theory to “change the world:” 


The strength and vitality of Marxism-Leninism are derived from 
the fact that it relies upon an advanced theory which correctly 
reflects the needs of development of the natural life of society,” that 
it elevates theory to a proper level, and that it deems it its duty to 
utilize every ounce of the mobilizing, organizing and transforming 


power of this theory.*—Statin.—( Dialectical and Historical Materi- 
alism, p. 24.) 


Thus we see how, instead of utilizing Marxian theory to “transform” 
society, Marxian theory is perverted to “prove” that “objective and 
subjective conditions” ‘“‘do not make it possible to change the profit 
system in the immediate post war years.” But Buck goes still further 
and tells us that: 


...A large number of people... try to leap over the immediate 
problems which confront the democratic movement and assume that 
the immediate post war issue will be that of abolishing Capitalism. 
Such an attitude, today, is contrary to the interests of the working 
class.—(National Affairs, April, 1944, pp. 4-5.) 
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Precisely! To assume that the abolition of Capitalism should be 
an issue “in the immediate post war’ is “contrary to the interests of 
the working class” according to the leadership of the L.P.P. The 
Communist movement which came into being for the express purpose 
of the abolition of capitalism, through its leadership now informs the 
workers that “to assume” chat the immediate post war issue is the 
abolition of capitalism “is contrary to the interest of the working 
class”? Such are the fruits of the revision of Marxism. 


EVOLUTION AND REVOLUTION 


Point eight states: 
It has replaced revolution by evolution. 
In this connection we get the following: 


From the dawn of human history, all property relations and state 
forms have been subject to historical evolution and change conse- 
quent upon the evolution in historical conditions.*—(Program of 
the L.P.P., p. 36.) 


This apparently innocuous statement is then further elaborated: 


The fundamental issues which will confront the Canadian people 
when, in their majority, they decide to establish socialism will be the 
restoration of the industries and resources from which they have 
been alienated by the monopolists, to their rightful owners—the 
Canadian people—as public, Socialist property. 

Such a fundamental transformation of society will come about 
as the result of the evolution and historical change in the march 
forward of the Canadian people. It can take place only by the 
will of the majority of the people.—(Ibid., pp. 37-38.) 


Here again we have a “bowing to spontaniety.” When the 
Canadian people” in their majority “decide to establish Socialism” it 
“twill come about as the result of the evolution and historical change 
in the march forward of the Canadian people.” Here indeed is a “clear 
and unequivocal” explanation of how Socialism is to be achieved “as 
the result of evolution and historical change.” And this nonsensical 


phrasemongering is palmed off as Marxism. 


273 

















Let us now consider the real Marxian position on the question of 
the “fundamental transformation of society” from Capitalism to 


Socialism and the role of evolution: 


Up to a certain period the development of the productive forces 
and the changes in the realm of the relations of production proceed 
spontaneously, independently of the will of men. But that is so only 
up to a certain moment, until the new and developing productive 
forces have reached a proper state of maturity. After the new pro- 
ductive forces have matured, the existing relations of production 
and their upholders—the ruling classes—become that “insuperable” 
obstacle which can only be removed by the conscious action of the 
new classes, by the forcible acts of these classes, by revolution. Here 
there stands out in bold relief the tremendous role of new social ideas, 
of new political institutions, of a new political power, whose mission 
it is to abolish by force the old relations of production. Out of the 
conflict between the new productive forces and the old relations of 
production, out of the new economic demands of society there arise 
new social ideas; the new ideas organize and mobilize the masses; the 
masses become welded into a new political army, create a new revolu- 
tionary power, and make use of it to abolish by force the old system 
of relations of production, and firmly to establish the new system. 
The spontaneous process of development yields place to the conscious 
actions of men, peaceful development to violent upheaval, evolution 
by revolution.*—Sratin.—(Dialectical and Historical Materialism, 
pp. 43-44.) 


Thus we see how the leadership of the L.P.P., in the Party’s official 
program, bas substituted for the Marxian theory of the Proletarian 
Revolution the Social Democratic theory of evolution. 


To proceed to point nine: 


It has replaced .. . the destruction of the bourgeois State by its 
active upbuilding. 
The following statements by the L.P.P. leaders are worthy of con- 


sideration in this connection: 


-.. State policy after the war* as during the war can achieve 
very great results in making the system work,* and it is essential that 
the working class should support such a policy.* But this can only 
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have meaning when understood as an agreement between labor and 
the decisive sections of monopoly capital.—StEwartT SMITH.— 
(National Affairs, June, 1944, p. 74.) 

Maintain the right of the provinces in matters pertaining to 
religion, education, control of natural resources, supervision of muni- 
cipal affairs and civil rights, while granting the Dominion govern- 
ment extended jurisdiction® in matters pertaining to social legislation, 
restriction of monopolies and national action to maintain produc- 
tion." (Federal Election Program of the L.P.P., p. 27.) 

The department of External Affairs must be elevated to a full 
Ministry of the Government headed by a Minister of Foreign Affairs. 
—(Ibid., p. 30.) 

We should extend full diplomatic representation to all countries 
with which Canada maintains trade and diplomatic relations.— 


(Ibid.) 


On April 20, 1944, Fred Rose (since the clection of 1945, sole 
L.P.P. member in the Federal Parliament), participated in the debate on 
Canadian State policy in connection with air transit rights for foreign 
commercial air lines in the post war. Said Rose: 


Freedom of air transit, as defined by the minister in his state- 
ment, gives away the geographical advantages which Canada posses- 
ses without getting any advantages for us in return® which are of 
practical use. 


After quoting the statement of the Minister, in which he, the 
Minister, proposed freedom of transit for foreign commercial lines 
crossing Canada, Rose objected: 


If this means anything, it means that Canada gets nothing 
useful in return for granting freedom of air transit, while countries 
like the United Kingdom and the United States will get very real 
benefits. Why should we give up this right so cheaply? What we 
should do is to grant this right in return for a very concrete quid 
pro quo, for example, from the United States some integration of 
the air-craft manufacturing industries in the two countries by which 
Canada may be guaranteed an outlet for certain definite types of 
planes which we can make here, plus the right for us to pick up and 
deliver in the United States trafic to and from the West Indies; 
from England, the benefits of cheap air mail rates to Empire destina- 
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tions; from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, reciprocal landing 
and freight traffic rights on trans-polar routes.—(National Affairs, 
June, 1944, pp. 78-79.) 
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How touching! Rose’s concern for “advantages for us,” “rights for 
us to pick up and deliver,” and of securing “rights for 2s” from the 
Soviet Union before permitting the planes of that worker’s state to fly 
over the waste lands of Canada’s polar North is indeed pathetic. His 
complaint was that the Canadian bourgeoisie were not driving a hard 
enough bargain in view of the “geographical advantages which Canada 
possesses” and therefore he felt it incumbent upon himself to tell them, 


as he did, that: 


It is quite within the realm of full international collaboration 
for us to ask for and expect to get some usable advantage, such as 
those just described, in return for making our airfields and services 
available to the air lanes of other nations.—(Ibid., p. 79.) 


All of which is reminiscent of Lenin’s statement that ‘Practise 
has shown that the active people in the working class movement who 
adhere to the opportunist trend are better defenders of the bourgeoisie, 
than the bourgeoisie itself.” 


Buck was also gravely concerned regarding state policy, bur in 
connection with trade agreements. Said Buck: 

Important as Empire trade will be to Canada after the war, 

Imperial preferences can be only secondary to the broader aim 


of a tremendous expansion of world trade in general—(Ibid., 
p. 70-71.) 


THE THEORY OF COALITION WITH THE BOURGEOISIE 


To proceed to point ten of the indictment of Social Democracy 
for its revision of Marxian theory: 


It has replaced .. . the theory of proletarian dictatorship with 
the theory of coalition with the bourgeoisie. 


Did the leadership of the L.P-P. advocate coalition with the bour- 
geoisie? Let the reader peruse the following authoritative statements 
of L.P.P. policy: 
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Is the Labor movement going to work for @ class alliance of 
labor and the liberal sections of the bourgeoisie* in Canada in con- 
formity with the general world alliance* which is taking shape, or 
are we going to allow the growing, increasingly consistent, defeatist 
splitting line of the Coldwell-Lewis-Scott leadership of the C.C.F. 
to pass itself off as the expression of working class interest and 
opinion?—Tim Buckx.—(National Affairs, Oct., 1944, p. 200.) 

The main popular base around which a democratic coalition,” 
which will give labor direct representation in the government* and 
isolate the anti-Teheran Tories, can be established is Mackenzie 
King* and the masses of genuine reform Liberals who support him.— 


(Ibid.) 


So! The leader of Buck’s coalition between labor and the bourgeoisie 
was to be none other than Prime Minister McKenzie King himself. 


In Quebec politics the L.P.P. line was the same: 


Responsibility for deciding the course of events in Quebec 
rests with the Liberal bourgeoisie and the labor movement:* by 
introducing measures and advancing policies which will help to over- 
come national inequalities, they can draw into the democratic camp 
great masses of nationalist supporters and thereby isolate the enemies 
of the people. 

The fight for democratic labor and wage policies at Quebee can 
only be waged with success as part of the struggle for a labor demo- 
cratic unity that will include the liberals... . —STANLEY RYERSON. 
—(National Affairs, May, 1944, pp. 36-37.) 

In my own province of Quebec my party is strongly advocating 
a coalition of the forces of Labor and the Liberals* in the coming 
provincial election; for this is the only way to fight and beac the 
pro-fascist and anti-war conspiracies engineered by the Tory Duplessis 
and the misleaders of the Bloc Populaire. The political struggle in 
Quebec has crystallized to the point where thinking people will under- 
stand that Labor must exert its maximum efforts to influence and 
unite with the Liberals* to safeguard and advance Labor’s political 
and economic gains.—Frep Rose, M.P.—(National Affairs, July, 
1944, p. 100.) 


And in Ontario: 
As the days go by there are reasons for thinking that the positive, 


realistic idea that economic growth in Ontario, conversion to peace- 
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time production and expanding markets, coupled with the lifting and 
maintenance of wage standards, greater civil rights and provincial 
and national measures of social reform, is gaining ground among the 
workers and among the supporters of the C.C.F. Such a policy is 
one that leads to the strengthening of the, labor movement and its 
greater participation in politics through its own independent political 
action in cooperation with the governments and the em ployers.* — 
Leste Morris.— (National Affairs, April, 1944, p. 10.) 


Just so! During this “new epoch” labor achieves “independent 
political action” by means of “cooperation with the governments and 
the employers.” In other words, class collaboration is now sugar- 
coated and termed “independent political action.” In the hands of the 
revisionists, English words are defined as meaning the exact Op posite 


to what they actually do mean. But to quote two more expressions of 
L.P.P. policy: 


We appealed to all seections of labor, including the C.C.F., to 
understand that the election of a bloc of C.C.F., L.P.P. and independ. 
ent labor men to the House of Commons would be of great value to 
the people only if this group uxdertakes to take part in government, 
by entering a coalition with the Liberal Party," the one capitalist 
party still amendable to progressive pressure of the masses—Sam 
Carr.— (National Affairs, Sept., 1944, p. 174.) 

I believe that to win the peace, the great forces of Canadian 
democracy must unite to give Canada the government and policy 
that Canadians are fighting for. 


I believe these forces are to be found in two places above all: 


Among the Liberals, led by the Prime Minister, who have orga- 
nized the war effort and who best express the Capitalist interests 
who now realize they can democratically solve their problems* only 
in cooperation with labor; 


Among labor, which embraces the great working population, and 
forms the great popular basis for victory in the war and progress 
in the peace—T1mM Buck.—(National Affairs, July, 1944. p- 98.) 
Buck continues: 


Elect a Liberal-Labor Coalition government, based on coopera- 
tion with all the anti-fascist elements in our population. 
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Such a government could expand production and provide jobs 
and social security,* and cooperate with the United Nations to outlaw 


war and agression. 


To this end, labor must assert itself in political matters, in a 
united manner, to achieve this great collaboration* and to make 
possible the winning of the conditions for which our armed forces 
are storming the Fortress of Europe. 


I call on Canadian Labor and all democrats to chart such a 
course, and do our duty by the fighting sons and daughters of Canada. 
Everything for the Liberation Front! 


A Liberal-Labor Coalition to make Canada worthy of our 
Heroes!— (Ibid. ) 


Here we have as complete a revision of Marxian theory as it is 
probably possible to find in a few short paragraphs. First of all, accord- 
ing to Buck, the Capitalists ‘‘now realize” they “can solve their prob- 
lems,” ie., the contradictions of capitalism, i.e., “make capitalism 
work,” through cooperation with labor. A very interesting statement 
for a professed Marxist. 

Secondly, if labor and the Capitalist Liberal Party would only 
jointly form a federal government, such a government “could need 
production” and “provide jobs and social security.” This also is quite 
interesting. 

Thirdly, Buck “calls on Canadian labor” to “achieve this great 
collaboration.” In so many words Buck publicly advocates class collab- 
oration which he promises will give the workers “jobs and_ social 
security.” 

Fourthly, Buck invokes the esteem in which those in the armed 
forces are held to help put over his policy of class collaboration by 
telling the Canadian working class it is their “duty” to “the fighting 
sons and daughters of Canada” to practise class collaboration. 

Thus, on the basis of their own statements we see how the leadership 
of the L.P.P. “replaced the theory of proletarian dictatorship by the 
theory of coalition with the bourgeoisie.” 


Point eleven states: 
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It bas replaced the doctrine of international proletarian solidarity 
by preaching defense of the imperialist fatherland. 


In connection with this point the reader should consider the 
following statements: 


Our first loyalty has been, is, and will always be, to the true 
national interests of our country—Canada. We are a product of 
Canadian democracy.—Tim Bucx.—(Canada Needs a Party of 
Communists, p. 20.) 

The next parliament of Canada must have a majority who stand 
for this policy of true Canadian greatness;* who will be bold and 
progressive and not afraid to enact far-reaching reforms; who will 
unite regardless of partisanship to form a government of National 
Unity.— (Federai Election Program of the L.P.P., p. 6.) 

Our country’s war effort has been magnificent both in men and 
materials. We have built up a mighty production machine in the 
cities and on the farms. The conditions for achieving in Canada a 
real People’s Peace are ready to our hand, provided we learn the 
lesson that the price of National greatness is National Unity.* 


In other words Buck is telling the Canadian working class that 
Canada, which already is a ranking Imperialist power, could become 
a still greater Imperialist power (“National greatness”) if only the 
working class would “learn the lesson that the price of National great- 
ness is national unity,” i.e. that if only the working class will agree 
to class collaboration then “national greatness,” or a really powerful 
Canadian Imperialism can be achieved. 


Compare this attitude with the following estimate: 


Hence the development of Capitalism, and particularly the im- 
perialist epoch of its development, reproduces the fundamental con- 
tradictions of capitalism on an increasingly magnified scale. 
Competition among small capitalists ceases, only to make way for 
competition among big capitalists; where competition among big 
capitalists subsides, it flares up between gigantic combinations of 
capitalist magnates and their governments; local and national crises 
become transformed into crises affecting a number of countries, and, 
subsequently, into world crises; local wars give way to wars between 
coalitions of States and to world wars; the class struggle changes 
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from isolated actions by single groups of workers into nation-wide 
conflicts and, :ubsequently, into an international struggle of the 
world proletariat against the world bourgeoisie.* Finally, two main 
revolutionary forces are organizing against the organized might of 
finance capital—on the one hand—the workers in the capitalist States 
on the other hand the Victims of the oppression of foreign capital, 
the masses of the people in the colonies, marching under the leader- 
ship and the hegemony of the international revolutionary proletarian 
movement,” 


However, this fundamental revolutionary tendency is fem por- 
arily paralysed by the fact that certain sections of the European, 
North American and Japanese proletariat are bribed by the imperialist 
bourgcoisie,* and by the treachery of the national bourgeoisie in the 
semi-colonial and colonial countries who are scared by the revo- 
lutionary mass movement. The bourgeoisie in imperialist countries, 
able to secure additional surplus profits from the position it holds 
in the world market (more developed technique, export of capital to 
countries with a higher rate of profit, etc.), and from the proceeds 
of its plunder of the colonies and semi-colonies, was able to raise 
the wages of its “own? workers out of these surplus profits, thus 
giving these workers an interest in the development of “home” capi- 
talism, in the plunder of the colonies and in being loyal to the im- 
perialist State.* 


This systematic bribery was and is being very widely practised 
in the most powerful imperialist countries and finds most striking 
expression in the ideology and practise of the labor aristocracy and 
the bureaucratic strata of the working class, i.e., the social-democratic 
and trade union leaders, who proved to be direct agents of bourgeois 
influence among the proletariat and stalwart pillars of the capitalist 
system.*—Program of the C.l.—(Handbook of Marxism, pp. 
970-71.) 


BourcEois IDEALISM VERSUS DIALECTICAL MATERIALISM 


Point twelve of the indictment of those who revised and betrayed 


Marxian theory reads: 


For Marxian dialectical materialism it has substituted the idealist 


philosophy. 
The substitution of idealist philosophy for the materialist philosophy 
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of Marxism, dialectical materialism, is expressed throughout the writ~ 
ings of the L.P.P. leadership. In fact ,the revision of Marxism gener- 
ally could not be achieved without abandoning dialectical materialism 
and substituting idealism. We will consider some examples from 
ofhcial statements of L.P.P. leaders over a ten-year period: 


We have commenced active propaganda for the biulding up of 
the United Front of all progressive forces* of the Canadian people 
in lasting form through the transformation of the C.C.F. into a 
broad federated people’s party. —StTEwarT SMITH, 1935.—(Towards 
a Canadian People’s Front, pp. 19-20.) 


The formulation “united front of all progressive forces? is a sub- 
stitution of idealism for dialectical materialism and is completely at 
variance with the 7th Congress of the C.J. at which Dimitroff called 
for “a united front of the working class.” 


Here we have a political concept not based on a materialistic con- 
ception of society as being a class society in which the only consistently 
progressive force is that class which has the historic task of taking 
political power and introducing a new and higher social order, Social- 
ism, which is the working class. No! Instead of a materialist conception 
of the progressive forces being class forces, namely, the working class 
and its natural allies—the semi-proletarian sections of the urban middle 
class and of the farmers—we have an idcalist division of the population 
into progressive and reactionary forces regardless of their class position. 
A division based on fhe ideas which individuals may temporarily hold 
or profess to bold on a specific issue. 


No consideration is given here to the fact that: 


... The main feature of the capitalist system is a most acute 
class struggle between the exploiters and the exploited—StaLin.— 
(Dialectical and Historical Materialism, p. 38.) 


This concept of a “united front of all progressive forces” is the very 
opposite of the concept a Marxist should have: 


The practical activity of the party of the proletariat must not 
be based on the good wishes of ‘outstanding individuals,” not on the 
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dictates of “reason,” “universal morals,” etc., but on the laws of 
development of society and on the study of these laws.—StaLin.— 


(Ibid., p. 19.) 
But to continue with other examples: 


The organization of a broad all-inclusive movement for the 
defense of peace is one of the most urgent tasks of fhe progressite 
people.* Such a peace movement must embrace a far wider circle of 
organizations than the purely political labor organizations and the 
League of Nations Society. The trade union movement, the church, 
farm movements and, in many places, business men’s organizations, 
can be mobilized under the banner of the four points of the Cecil 
Program and the slogans of the Brussels Conference in the fight for 
peace. The Canadian League Against War and Fascism remains a very 
important lever of the progressive movement,* for this task must be 
strengthened and extended. It can only play its rightful role, however, 
when it is energetically utilized by the whole progressive movement* 
as the main channel to a genuine mass movement against the menace 


of war.—Tim Buck, 1937.—(The Road Abead, p. 32.) 

As the above quotations show as far back as 1935, the Canadian 
sclf-styled “Marxists” had replaced materialism with idealism, had 
substituted for “the class struggle of the proletariat’? and for the 
working class moucment the “progressive movement.” This idealism 
was actually an attempt to link the working class movement with the 
church, the petty bourgeoisic and the liberal bourgeoisie. This becomes 


clearer in the following statement: 


On the other hand it is possible for the progressive forces® to 
develop and bring before the people a program of demands which will 
satisfy their most urgent need... . 

Such a program must provide the basis for joint action of all 
sections of the labor movement, the U.F-A. (United Farmers of 
Alberta), the Social Credit movement, the trade unions, the C.L.P., 
the C.C.F. and the Communist Party and even sincere progressives 
from the ranks of the capitalist partics.*—Tim Buck.— (Ibid, p. 50.) 


So! In this philosophical idealism Buck wishes to unite “sincere 
I | 
progressives from the ranks of the capitalist parties” with the Com- 


munists and the labor movement. 
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Instead of a Marxian dialectical approach we get a bourgeois meta- 
physical one. Compare Buck’s position with the following: 


. .. In order not to err in policy, one must pursue an uncom pro- 
mising proletarian class policy, not a reformist policy of harmony: 
of the interests of the proletariat and the bourgeoisie,” not a compro- 
miser’s policy of ‘the growing of capitalism into socialism.”——-STALIN. 
— (Dialectical and Historical Materialism, p. 14.) 


While Stewart Smith speaks of all progressive forces of the Canadian 
people Buck refers to the progressive movement and progressive people. 
This idealistic, non-Marxian concept of the people was castigated by 
Lenin forty years ago when he stated that his Party had 


. .. Justly fought and continues to fight against the bourgeois 
democratic abuse of the word “‘people.” It demands that this word 
shall not be used to cover up a failure to understand the significance 
of class antagonisms. It absolutely insists on the need for complete 
class independence for the Party of the proletariat. But it divides 
the "people? into “classes,’* not in order that the advanced class 
may become self-centred, or confine itself to narrow aims and restrict 
its activity so as not to frighten the economic masters of the world, 
but in order that the advanced class, which does not suffer from the 
half-heartedness. vacillation and indecision of the intermediate 
classes, shall with all the greater energy and enthusiasm fight for the 
cause of the whole of the people, at the head of the whole of the 
people-—(Two Tactics, p. 94.) 


Limitations of space compel us to move forward several years for 


our next example: 


Contrary to class collaboration policies, national unity is the policy 
by which the class interests of the working class as a whole will be 
served, by cooperation with the democratic circles of all classes and all 
sections of the Canadian people including a decisive section of the 
capitalist class* in carrying through the economic and political measures 
which alone will ensure continual democratic progress and without 
which there is the gravest danger that fascist minded elements will 
come to power.”—Tim Buck, 1944.—(Unity or Chaos, p. 21.) 
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In the above example we get “democratic circles of all classes” and 
“including a decisive section of the capitalist class’ with whom the 
working class must “cooperate” to “ensure continual democratic pro- 
gress.” In contradistinction to these ‘democratic circles of all classes’’ 
we get “fascist minded elements.” 


In comparison to this attempt to present class collaboration as a 
virtue and based on the idealistic division of society into “democratic 
circles” and “fascist minded elements” consider the following: 


In order not to err in policy, in order not to find itself in the 
position of idle dreamers, the party of the proletariat must not base 
its activities on abstract “principles of human reason,” but on the 
concrete conditions of the material life of society, as the determining 
force of social devclopment;* not on the good wishes of “great men,” 
but on the real needs of development of the material life of society. — 
StaLin.— (Dialectical and Historical Materialism, p. 21.) 


Idealism rather than Marxian Materialism probably reached its peak 
in the following gem of L.P.P. policy: 


Labor must with single minded purpose join hands with the 
employers and all patriotic forces to subordinate all ideological, political, 
class and religious differences* and weld stronger national unity to win 
the war and lay the foundation for the winning of the peace through 
the continuation of that national unity, Editorial. (National Affairs, 
June, 1944, p. 66.) 


So the working class is “fo subordinate its idcology, its political and 
class differences” in order te practise class collaboration not only to win 
the war but to win the peace also through subordinating its interests 
to “the employers” “through continuation of national unity” in the 
post war, i.e., through continuation of class collaboration. And having 
presented this petty bourgeois, idealistic rubbish, this complete betrayal 
of working class interests and of Marxism, the L.P.P. leadership then 
tells the working class: 


We are the Party which, guided by scientific socialist under- 
standing, helps guide the working class movement in the fulfillment 
of its tasks in the struggle for progress—Tim Buck.—(Unity or 
Chaos, p. 46.) 
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The samc theme is reiterated over a year later, at the August 1945, 
National Committee meeting of the L.P.P., this time substituting the 
term ‘National Front” for “National Unity” as follows: 


The political content of the post war struggle to maintain a 
national front will be expressed in the fact that it, also, must be 
based upon proposals which democratic Canadians can support 
regardless of class, religion or present political affiliation —Tim 
Buck.—(The L.P.P. and Post War Canada, p. 16.) 


What kind of political proposals would be those that could be 
supported by Canadians regardless of class or political affiliations? 
Could anyone who accepted the Marxist materialist concept of society 
adopt such a position? According to Buck his “national front” is to 
be based upon political proposals that can be supported “regardless of 
class or political affiliations’ by all “democratic” Canadians. Buck 


soes further: 


Finally, while victory is now certain, and will come soon, it 
docs not mean that we should immediately revert to the tactics 
usually referred to as ‘‘class against class.” That would be entirely 
wrong.*—(Ibid., p. 35.) 


Just so! For this ‘Marxist Party of the working class” to adopt 
policies based upon the independent class interests of the workers in 
opposition to the interests of the Capitalists “would be entirely wrong.” 


Compare Buck’s position with the Marxian concept: 


_., The transition from Capitalism to Socialism and the libera- 
tion of the working class from the yoke of capitalism cannot be 
effected by slow changes, by reforms, but only by a qualitative 
change of the Capitalist system, by revolution. 

Hence, in order not to err in policy, one must be a revolutionary, 
not a reformist. 

Further, if development proceeds by way of the disclosure of 
internal contradictions, by way of collisions between opposite forces 
on the basis of these contradictions and so as to overcome these 
contradictions, then it is clear that the class struggle of the prole- 
tariat is a quite natural and inevitable phenomenon.” 
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Hence we must not cover up the contradictions of the capitalist 
system, but disclose and unravel them; we must not try to check 
the class struggle but carry it to its conclusion. —StTa.in.— (Dialec- 
tical aitd Historical Materialism, p. 14.) 


Or compare Buck’s position with that of Lenin: 


The proletariat seeks its salvation nof by avoiding the class 
struggle, but by developing it,* by extending its scope, its own class 
consciousness, organization and determination—(Two Tactics, 


p. 94.) 


THE CRUMBS OF RELIGION 


We shall now proceed to the thirteenth and last point of the 
indictment of Social Democracy: 
And it is now engaged in picking up the crumbs of religion that 
fall from the table of the bourgeoisic. 


Here we present a few of the crumbs: 


_.. The first systematic and consistent efforts to assist the needy 
poor, to prevent usury, to curb exploitation, to regulate markets 
and establish just and mutually acceptable relationships between 
master and man during the feudal era, were supported by the Catholic 
Church and its various organizations, on the basis of the Cathohe 
conception of the universal brotherhood of man and the dignity of 
human life. 

We Communists seek the universal brotherhood of man also, and 
we strive to safeguard the dignity and freedom of human hife— 
Tim Buck.—(A Democratic Front for Canada, p. 35.) 


All of which is very interesting but “slightly” at variance with a 
Marxian concept of the role of Catholicism “during the feudal era” 
as the following viewpoint shows: 


On the one hand, the ravages of the Northmen’s invasions, the 
eternal wars between kings, and feuds between nobles, compelled 
one free peasant after another to seek the protection of some lord. 
Upon the other hand, the covetousness of these same lords and of the 
church hastened the process; by fraud, by promises. threats, violence, 
they forced more and more peasants and peasants’ land under their 
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yoke. In both cases the peasants’ land was added to the lord’s manor, 
and was, at best, only given back for the use of the peasant in return 
for tribute and service. Thus the peasant, from a free owner of the 
land, was turned into a tribute-paying, service-rendering appendage 
of it, into a serf. This was the case west of the Rhine. East of the 
Rhine . . - in the tenth, eleventh and twelfth centuries, the over- 
whelming power of the nobles and the church was constantly forcing 
more and more peasants into serfdom. —- Freperick ENGELS. — 
(Socialism Utopian and Scientific, pp. 86-87.) 


According to Buck the Catholic Church “during the feudal era” 
supported efforts to “curb exploitation” of the exploited i.e., of the 
peasants. According to Engels, however, the Catholic Church ‘was 


” 


constantly forcing more and more peasants into serfdom’ for the 
purpose of exploiting them which is the reason for and purpose of 


serfdom. 
To continue: 


A Catholic, who really tries to carry the philosophy of the 
brotherhood of man into the daily activities of his life, or who strives 
consistently to live up to the directives issued from time to time in 
the Papal Encyclicals, secks many of the things for which we Com- 
munists are fighting, because the Communist movement and the 
Catholic workers have numerous vital interests in common. Even 
today this objective common interest can be seen by a study of the 
declarations of the Pope on the questions of labor, labor organization 
and industrial zelations—Tim Bucx.—(A Democratic Front for 
Canada, p. 35.) 


This is very, very interesting. So the Pope’s declarations express 
“common interests” on questions of “labor, labor organization and 
industrial relations” with the Communist movement. 

Buck then quotes the “impressive” words of Pope Pius XI in the 
encyclical of 1931 in which the Pope “characterized the outstanding 
feature of the present period and the trend of its development.” Buck 


e 


is so impressed by the quotation that he comments as follows: 


The two foregoing paragraphs written by Pope Pius XI in his 
Encyclical called ““Quadragesimo Anno,” outline the main character- 
istics of modern industrialism and emphasize the driving forces which 
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are urging capitalism to fascism and war in terms which bear a 
distinct resemblance to those used by the founders of the Communist 
movement, Marx and Engels, when they wrote the famous Com- 
munist Manifesto in 1847.—(Ibid., p. 36.) 


And this is very, very, very interesting. What Marx and Engels 
did say in the opening words of the Communist Manifesto was as 
follows: 


A spectre is haunting Europe—the spectre of Communism. All 
the powers of old Europe have entered into a holy alliance to exorcise 
this spectre; Pope and Czar, Metternich and Guizot, French Radicals 
and German police spys. 


Bur according to Buck, the Pope’s declarations in Encyclicals 
express the common interests between Catholics and Communists and 
further that the Pope’s estimate of modern Capitalism bears a “distinct 
resemblance” to that of Marx and Engels in the Communist Manifesto. 
Buck concludes that section of his speech entitled Catholics and Com- 
munists as follows: 


We, Catholics and Communists, have much in common with each 
other. It is necessary that we understand each other better and work 
to make our Canada a better Canada for all of us—(A Democratic 
Front for Canada, p. 37.) 


COMMUNISM Is REprLAcED BY BouRGEOISs 
“SOCIALIST” REFORMISM 


Thus on the basis of their own official statements of policy is 
graphically expressed how the leadersheip of the L.P.P. has revised 
Marxian theory on every point that the Social Democratic parties have 
traditionally revised Marxism. It is further shown how the L.P.P. 
leadership “has utterly and completely betrayed Marxism, having 
traversed the road from revisionism to complete liberal bourgeois re- 


formism.” 


In fact the advocacy of reforms to make capitalism work 
has become the main stock in trade of the L.P.P. leadership. As Buck 


himself explains it: 
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We propose to fight for national unity around such policies 
because it will make possible the winning of far-reaching social 
reforms.*—(National Affairs, June, 1944, p. 6.) 


As their own statements conclusively show, the policies of the 
L.P.P. leadership have nothing in common with Marxism-Leninism 
and Communism. On the contrary, their collective policies constitute 
a complete program of liberal bourgeois reformism with a window 
dressing of Marxian phrases. Their economic, financial, social and 
political reform theories have been adopted in toto from the bourgeois 
liberal reformers. Many of their economic and financial reform theories 
are taken from the British bourgeois economist, John Maynard Keynes 
and Morris W. Wilson, president of the Royal Bank of Canada, whom 
Buck commends as one of “the more far-sighted men among those who 
dominate Canadian economy.” The basic economic reform policy of 
“making capitalism work” through “state intervention” is the product 
of Keynes and the chief proponent of Keynes theories in North America 
was the late Franklin D, Roosevelt and his colleague ex-Vice President 
Henry Wallace whose slogan “The Century of the Common Man” 
Buck first adopted and later “improved upon” by coining the slogan 
“The cpoch of the abolition of poverty.” 


It was not an accident that the basic line of the Liberal Party in 
Canada was almost identical with that of the L.P.P. Buck states: 


It is a significant thing that outside of the L.P.P. press and those 
papers which support the general line of democratic progress which 
we stand for, the only papers which came forward in a systematic way, 
hailing the Crimea decisions as a step forward, were Liberal papers.*— 
(The Crimea Decisions and Your Future, p. 13.) 


Precisely! It is significant but not in the sense Buck implies. The 
significance lies in the fact that “the general line of democratic pro- 
gress” which Buck says “we support” is the line of bourgeois liberal 
reformism which the L.P.P. adopted from the liberal bourgeoisie. It 
was not a question of the Liberal Party and its press adopting a Marxian 
line but of the Canadian “Marxists” adopting a Liberal line and dressing 
if up in Marxian terminology. 
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The revision of Marxism in Canada went hand in hand with 
Browder’s revisionism in the U.S.A. although in some instances the 
Canadian revisionists anticipated and outdid Browder. The starting 
point of the revisionism was the abandonment of Marxian philosophical 
materialisnt and the substitution for it of bourgeois idealist philosophy, 
its antithesis. They completely abandoned the materialist conception 
of society, namely: 


That the economic structure of society always furnishes the real 
base, starting from which we can alone work out the ultimate ex- 
planation of the whole superstructure of juridical and_ political 
institutions as well as of the religious, philosophical and other ideas 
of a given historical period. — Freprrick ENGrLs. — (Socialism 
Utopian and Scientific, p. 51.) 

For this materialist concept the Canadian ‘Marxists’ substituted 
the “idealist conception of history” which, Engels stated, ‘knew nothing 
of class struggles based upon economic interests, knew nothing of 
economic interests;—’’— ([bid.) 

Hence, instead of basing their tactics on the class divisions of socicty 
the L.P.P. leadership divided the Canadian population according to the 
ideas they professed to bold regardless of their class position or political 
aj filation. For example: 


“All democratic forces,” “unity of progressive forces,” “‘the pro- 
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gressive movement,” “‘all patriotic Canadians,” or as Buck stated in 
August, 1945, the “National Front... must be based upon proposals 
which democratic Canadians can support regardless of class, religion 
or political affiliation.” Or as Carr placed it, ‘National unity means 
unity of everyone in the nation under the banner of democracy,” or 
Stewart Smith’s formulation, “Anti-fascist coalition and cooperation 


with the decisive sections of monopoly capital.” 

Tn substituting idealism for materialism in their idealistic division 
of society into “democratic forces’ and “reactionary forces” the L.P.P. 
leadership revised the very foundation of Marxism, the doctrine of the 
class struggle. 

As the program of the Communist International points out, Social 
Democracy, the theory and practise of class collaboration or ‘‘socialist” 
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reformism “are agencies of the imperialist bourgeoisie within the work- 
ing class itself”’—(Handbook of Marxism, p. 1029.) There is a dis- 
tinction between social democracy or “socialist” reformism and the 
various petty bourgeois political tendencies of which the C.GF. is 
an example. Social democracy is a political trend within the organiza- 
tions of the working class, particularly in proletarian political parties 
and trade unions. The C.C.F. is not and does not profess to be cither 
a Marxian Party or‘a proletarian party. Both its leadership and member- 
ship are overwhelmingly drawn from the ranks of the farmers and the 
urban petty bourgeoisic. 

Hence, the C.C.F, could not betray Marxism as it does not even 
profess to be a Marxian Party and is not a proletarian party. 


Hence, it follows that the foremost social democratic party of 
Canada, the Party which docs profess to be a Marxian Party, which 
does have a majority of working class membership, the Party which has 
betrayed Marxism, is the Labor Progressive Party. 

Since Canada is not a fascist country, thanks to the military defeat 
of fascism in the war just ended in which the working class of practi- 
cally all countries played a self-sacrificing role in achieving that defeat, 
the leadership of the Labor Progressive Party has a perfect right to 
promote “‘socialist” reformist theories to ‘make capitalism work” to 
be a social democratic party and promote “the theory and_ practise 
of class collaboration” under the laws of a bourgeois democratic country. 
However, in the eyes of the class conscious section of the working class 
the leadership of the L.P.P. have no right to carry out their policies 
of class collaboration in the honored name of Marxism-Leninism. They 
have no right to revise, distort, vulgarize, falsify and pervert Marxism 
in order to gain credence for their class collaboration policies. Marxisn- 
Leninism, the science of the strategy and tactics of the class struggle 
of the working class, belongs to the entire working class. And the 
working class must jealously guard this science which is its chief weapon 
in the struggle for its emancipation and the achievement of socialism. 

The tragedy is however, that the revision and perversion of Marxism 
by the national leadership of the Communist movement in Canada from 
‘935 onwards has confused, disunited and misled precisely the most 
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advanced and class conscious sections of the working class; causing 
many workers to turn to the C.C.F., Social Credit, Technocracy and 
other petty bourgeois political trends as an alternative to the class 
collaborationism of what was supposed to be Marxian Communism. 
In addition, many members and supporters of the L.P.P. continued to 
support their reformist policies for a considerable period,,of whom the 
author was one, in spite of many doubts, in the sincere belief that 
surely the entire national leadership of the Canadian and American 
Communist movements could not both be wrong and the individual 
himself correct in his serious doubts regarding the correctness of the 


policies advanced. 


For a Marxist Party OF THE CANADIAN 
WorKING CLASS 


It required the now famous article of Jacques Duclos to resuscitate 
their basically sound Marxian materialist outlook for many class 
conscious members and supporters of the L.P.P. to realize the degree 
to which they had permitted themselves to be misled and to abandon 
Marxism-Leninism because of their uncritical acceptance of policies 
and of trust in leaders who were not real leaders but misleaders and 
opportunists. Whether this misleadership was carried out consciousls 
or unconsciously does not alter one iota the disastrous consequences 
which it has had for the working class and the cause of Socialism. 


Burt it does confront the sincere adherents of Marxism in the ranks 


of the working class with the following responsibility: 


... In the struggle against Capitalism we must learn pitilessly 
to cast aside, pillory and bold up to general ridicule all* phrasemon- 
gering, use of hackneyed formulas, pedantry and doctrinairism. 

It is necessary to learn, Comrades, to learn always, at every step 
in the course of the struggle, at liberty and in jail. To learn and to 
fight, to fight and to learn. We must be able to combine the great 
teachings of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin with Stalinist firmness at 
work and in the struggle, with Stalinist irreconcilability on matters of 
principle toward the class enemy and deviators from the Bolshevik 
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line, with Stalinist fearlessness in face of difficulties, with Stalinist 
revolutionary realism.* —Dimitroff.— (The United Front, p. 126.) 


And one thing that the working class of Canada must learn once 
and for all is that the theory and practise of coalition or cooperation 
with the liberal bourgeoisie is the theory and practise of class collabora- 
tion regardless of how Marxism may be distorted in order to justify it. 


As Dimitroff expressed it: 


An end must be put to the policy of reconciling the interests of 
the exploited and the exploiters.*—(The United Front, p. 231.) 


Or as Stalin has placed the question: 


Because the liberal bourgeoisie of an imperialistic country is 
bound to be counter-revolutionary.*—<Marxism and the National 
and Colonial Question, p. 233.) 


Because, as Lenin stated: 


The experience of alliances, agreements and blocs with the 
social-reformist liberals in the West and with the liberal reformists 
(Constitutional-Democrats) in the Russian revolution convincingly 
showed that these agreements only blunt the consciousness of the 
masses, that they weaken rather than enhance the actual significance 
of their struggle by linking the fighters with the elements who are 
least capable of fighting and who are most vacillating and treacherous. 
—(Marvism and Revisionism, Selected Works, Vol. XI, p. 709.) 


It is patently ridiculous to assume that the class interests of the 
working class can be served through collaboration, cooperation, coalition, 
or whatever similar term may be used, with that class or a section of 
it whose economic and political interests are diametrically opposed to 
those of the working class. Such policies are an attempt to reconcile 
the irreconcilable, exploited and exploiters. 

The liberal bourgeoisie constitute that section of the capitalist class 
who regard reforms in attempts to bolster up the decadent capitalist 
system as the most suitable tactics to maintain their class rule and 
their so called liberalism or progressiveness is vacillating, inconsistent 
and unreliable as every sharp historical turn in recent years has con- 
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clusively proven. It could not be otherwise. The only consistently 
progressive forces in modern society, in the epoch of moribund capi- 
talism, are those forces which stand for the complete abolition of 
capitalism and its replacement by a higher social order, socialism. And 
such forces certainly do not include the liberal bourgeoisie whose very 
liberalism itself is designed for the express purpose, not of abolishing 
capitalism, but in order to perpetuate it. 


This does not mean that occasions may not arise when the liberal 
bourgeoisie or a section of them may support policies which the working 
class also support. But that is no justification for forming an alliance 
with the liberal bourgeoisie but rather to carry out the dictum of 
Lenin and recognize “the provisional character of our tactics to ‘strike 
together’ with the bourgeoisie and the duty to carefully watch our 
‘ally’ as if be were an enemy, etc.”*—(Two Tactics, p. 72.) 


Neither does the correct policy of maintaing a strictly independent 
class position imply that it was incorrect to regard the war just ended 
as a just war. It was correct for the working class to work for victory 
in the war. The mistake was in surrendering its independent class 
position and uncritically accepting and following the leadership of the 
liberal bourgeoisie, as a result of the misleadership given by social 
democratic elements within both the Canadian and American labor 


movement, 


In this connection consider Lenin’s estimation of the liberal bour- 
geoisie even prior to the overthrow of semi-feudal Czarism: 


Being the ideologists of the bourgeoisie, the Liberals fully under- 
stand the advantages ensuing to the bourgeoisie from the “practical- 
ness, sobriety, and serious-mindedness” of the working class, i.c., 
its practically confining its activities within the limits of capitalism, 
reforms, trade union struggle, etc.—LENnIn.— (Two Tactics, p. 101.) 


The bourgeoisie will always be inconsistent. There is nothing 
more naive and futile than attempts to set forth conditions and 
points, which, if satisfied, would enable us to regard bourgeois 
democracy as a sincere friend of the people. Only the proletariat 
can be a consistent fighter for democracy.—(Ibid., p. 49.) 
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What the working class requires above all is a capable, Marxist 
leadership. That it why it is necessary, nay essential, to build a Marxist 
party of the working class, a Communist Party, dedicated to the 
organization of the proletariat as a class and to the achievement of 
Socialism. 


Why a “strictly independent class party of the working class?” 
Because: 


The peasantry consists of a great number of semi-proletarian 
as well as petty bourgeois elements. This causes it also to waver and 
compels the proletariat to close its ranks in a strictly class party.*— 
LENIN.—(Two Tactics, p. 38.) 


As our examination has shown the Labor Progressive Party ‘‘has 
utterly and completely betrayed Marxism, having traversed the road 
from revisionism to complete bourgeois liberal reformism.” Hence, 
the necessity of the sincere members and supporters of the L.P.P. 


ee 


realizing that, “. . . Intelligent workers must never forget that some- 
times serious violations of principles occur, which make the break off 
of organizational relations absolutely necessary.” 

And a Marxist Party that will organize, educate and unite the 
working class in defense of its day to day interests and provide the 
leadership necessary for the attainment of socialism is essential because: 

“Outside of Socialism there is no deliverance of humanity from 
wars, from hunger, from the destruction of millions and millions of 
human beings.’—LENIN. 
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Excerpts from the speech 
of Sam Carr at the 
LPP’s National Conference, 
August 10-16, 1945. 


(The LPP and the Post-War Canada) 




















Sam Carr 


T is essential that the examination of our Party’s line should proceed 
ie the basis of the actual policies we operated. We must guard 

against mechanical application of the developments in the United 
States discussion to the situation in our own Party. The comrades who 
tend to do this will render little help to our Party and will bestow no 
favours upon our American comrades. 

The need for careful examination of policy on the basis of the con- 
crete realities of the country we live in has been stressed by Lenin in 
Left Wing Communism. He wrote: 

“As long as national and state differences exist among peoples 

and countries—and these differences will continue to exist for a 

very long time, even after the dictatorship of the proletariat has 

been established on a world scale—the unity of international tactics 
of the Communist working class movement of all countries de- 
mands NOT THE ELIMINATION OF VARIETY, NOT THE 

ABOLITION OF NATIONAL DIFFERENCES, BUT SUCH 

AN APPLICATION OF THE FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES 

OF COMMUNISM (Soviet Power—and the Dictatorship of the 

Proletariat) AS WILL CORRECTLY MODIFY THESE PRIN- 

CIPLES IN CERTAIN PARTICULARS, WILL PROPERLY 

ADAPT, APPLY THEM TO THE NATIONAL AND NA- 

TIONAL STATE DIFFERENCES. TO INVESTIGATE, 

STUDY, SEEK OUT, DIVINE, GRASP THAT WHICH IS 

SPECIFICALLY NATIONAL IN THE CONCRETE MANNER 

IN WHICH EACH COUNTRY APPROACHES THE FUL- 

FILMENT OF THE SINGLE INTERNATIONAL TASK, THE 

VICTORY OVER OPPORTUNISM AND “LEFT” DOCTRIN- 

AIRISM IN THE WORKING CLASS MOVEMENT AND THE 

OVERTHROW OF THE BOURGEOISIE...” Vol. 10 

Selected Works (p. 135—-My emphasis, S.C.) 

The above statement of Lenin amply describes the type of concrete 
study we need in approaching the main problems of the struggle for the 
party line, the struggle for Socialism. I would like to draw to your 
attention the reference Lenin makes to what he considers the funda- 
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mental principles of Communism—‘‘Soviet power and the dictatorship 
of the proletariat”. I suggest that it would help in our discussion if we 
would not refer to every aspect of party policy and organization as a 
principle of Communism. This only obscures the issues and makes 
harder a proper consideration of policy and the elimination of errors. 

This National Committee faces the task of a complete examination 
of all policies of the Labor-Progressive Party. This examination can 
only result in correct findings if, while basing itself on the need to 
guard the fundamental principles of Communism, it proceeds to study 
every feature of policy and every tactic employmed, in the light of the 
concrete Canadian conditions for which the policy or tactic was evolved. 

No one here will help the party by concentrating on simply “mak- 
ing a point” irrespective of realities. No constructive contribution can 
be made by anyone who has come to this meeting with the sole purpose 
of “making a case’. Such an approach makes difficult and sometimes 
impossible a proper examination of policy in the spirit of constructive 
criticism and self-criticism. Any member of the National Committee 
who concentrates on “making a case” while disregarding the realities of 
life and the facts of the situations discussed must realize that he cannot 
but bear the guilt of trying to injure our party rather than help it, of 
trying to split rather than to unite the party of the working class. 

Fergus McKean has started his two-hour speech to this meeting 
by reciting his party record. Any one of us could do the same. How- 
ever it is clear that a long party record is not in itself a guarantee for 
being politically correct. It can happen that some of us who have been 
in the party for 25 years can learn from a new comrade who has been 
in the movement for three months. No member of the National Com- 
mittee needs to spend the time of this meeting in long recitals of his 
or her party history. 

I can say at the outset that I disagree entirely with McKean’s 
method of examination of the party line. I equally disagree with the 
entire substance of what he told us here. Having arrived at this meet- 
ing determined to defend his position rather than bent upon an objective 
examination of the party line, McKean concentrated all his energies “on 
making a case”. 

To begin with I would like to answer the question posed by Mc- 
Kean, “How was it possible for the L.P.P. to follow a generally correct 
practice while having accepted a false theory?” Comrades ask ‘“‘Is it 
possible to have a false theory and a correct practice?” Of course as 
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Marxists we should realize that it is impossible to follow a correct line 
while proceeding from a theoretically wrong premise. 


What was our general line based upon? Our general line was based 
upon a correct estimation of the character of the people’s war and the 
world-shaking significance of the coalition of United Nations as signa- 
lized by the Teheran and Yalta accords. 


Only when one denies the just character of the war, only when one 
negates the significance of the unity achieved between the socialist and 
capitalist democratic states can one declare that our linc, in the period 
of the war just concluded, was based ‘‘on wrong theory”’. 


We were wrong in learning from our American comrades the full 
implications of the just character of the war? Of course not. Were we 
wrong in accepting the position that we must subordinate all our 
activities to the over-riding consideration of winning the war against 
Nazism and Japanese militarism? Of course not. 


Let all comrades who believe that the acceptance of the just char- 
acter of the war was “revisionist”, think it over! 


McKean claims that the “no-strike” pledge could not but produce 
the abdication of the independent role of the working class. Obviously 
McKean can only raise the issue in such a manner because he questions 
the estimation of the war as a just, people’s war. The no-strike pledge 
when operated properly enhanced the independent role of the working 
class as a deeply interested partner in the winning of the people’s war. 

It seems to me that we must restate our entire position on the war. 
The historic period which terminated with the end of the war was re- 
plete with lessons for us all. Since the formation of the U.S.S.R., the 
first socialist state in the world, the capitalist sector of the world con- 
centrated on eliminating it. This was attempted by a multitude of 
actions—diplomatic, economic and military. From the intervention in 
the first years after the Sovict Revolution, through the years of block- 
ade and later through provocation in the East and West, hostility to the 
new socialist state was always the central motive of capitalist foreign 
policy. 

The erection of a powerful fascist state in Germany was prompted 
by the desire of world imperialism to eliminate the socialist sixth of the 
world. It is a tremendously important lesson on the contradictions of 
capitalism that after decades of anti-Soviet activities the capitalist class 
of England and the United States were compelled into a military alliance 


301 





























with the very socialist state whose destruction they had desired and 
sought. 


The war against Hitlerism was a war against the most ferocious 
spearhead of world imperialism. The fact that the American and British 
imperialists supported this war does not minimize its progressive char- 
acter. It only emphasizes the fact that we live in the general epoch of 
the decline of capitalism. It is this that made it inevitable that the 
very force which the imperialists built up to destroy the socialist 
U.S.S.R. and so strengthen world capitalism should have turned upon 
its creators, and should have become so dangerous to them that they 
chose unity with the U.S.S.R. rather than the alternative of becoming 
satellites of a German Empire ruling them all. 


Nazi imperialism set out to destroy the working class and its 
aspirations for socialism “for a thousand years.” It destroyed bodily 
great sections of the progressive forces needed in the battle for the 
future. It smashed and sought to eliminate the industrial base of the 
working class all over Europe. It planned to force all who survived 
Nazi extermination policies into a backward agriculture. Nazism not 
only undertook the task of destroying the U.S.S.R., the first land of 
socialism but it also set itself the task to turn back the clock of history 
all over the world. 


Can anyone fail to see that to socialists the world over the defeat 
of Nazism became the first task, the first pre-requisite for the future 
battles for socialism? Can anyone fail to see that the just character of 
the war can only be grasped fully when one understands what Nazism 
and its victory would have meant to the freedom of peoples and the 
perspectives of progressive advance of the common men and especially 
the proletariat in all lands? 


During the war some workers in the factories, as individuals, tended 
to place their own desire for more wages, or shorter hours, above the 
need to win the war. Such people were obviously in a minority; but we 
had to be on guard against their attitude to the war becoming ours. 

The character of the struggle just ended is producing a postwar in 
which the progressive forces are immensely strengthened. The Cairo, 
Teheran and Yalta accords inscribed the aims of progressive advance on 
the banners of the United Nations. While we would be blind to over- 
look the difficulties and differences arising from the difference in the 
ideology of the Soviet and capitalist states, yet we would be even more 
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oblivious to reality if we would overlook the new in the world relation- 
ships arising out of the defeat of the Nazis and the Japanese imperialists. 

Asa result of this war the U.S.S.R., the fortress of socialism in the 
world, emerged as the strongest military power on the continent of 
Europe as well as in Asia. New types of governments are created in a 
whole number of continental countries. Given the assistance of the 
working class of the world many of these nations can rapidly proceed on 
the road to complete emancipation. 

In the Far East, China is emerging from its colonial status. It will, 
by participating in the defeat of imperialist Japan, enhance the entire 
battle for liberation of all colonies. This is so in spite of all difficulties 
arising from the lack of true national unity inside China, a unity for 
which we all hope and towards which we should all work. The future 
of India and all colonies stands in a new way because of the weakened 
position of world imperialism, because of the greater strength of the 
socialist U.S.S.R., because of the concessions to progressive concepts 
forced from the imperialists in the course of the war. The perspectives 
for the success of the coming battles for liberation are bright because of 
the utter defeat of Nazism and Japanese militarism, the foreposts of 
world imperialism in the past period. 

A correct understanding of the character of the war and the world 
we live in today are absolute pre-requisites for the elaboration of a 
correct line. Only a correct understanding of the momentous impli- 
cations of the Teheran and other world accords guarantees a fight against 
the revisionist concepts of Browder. 

It was not revisionism to support the war with all our energies! 
It was not revisionism to hail Teheran! It was not revisionism to sub- 
ordinate some immediate desires of the working class to the great need 
of the workers of the world, i.e., the obliteration of their mortal enemy, 
Nazism and Japanese militarism. 

Our policy was based on the above-stated concept of the needs of 
the battle for socialism in the given period. Browder’s fundamental 
error is to be found in his revision of the Marxist estimation of the class 
character of capitalism. This, and not what some comrades loosely cal] 
“Tehcranism,” must be fought. 

On the 27th anniversary of the U.S.S.R., Marshal Stalin, referring 
to relations with the capitalist countries in the United Nations, asserted: 

“This means that the foundation of the alliance of the 

U.S.S.R., Britain and the U.S.A. is based not on the incidental and 


303 
































passing motives but on basically important and long term interests.” 

This statement serves to underline the fact that the war produced 
a relationship of forces in the world where, with all difficulties, frictions 
and battles, friendly post-war relations (with all the consequences 
flowing from them) between the U.S.S.R. and the capitalist democracies 
are possible. 

Such a possibility arising out of a people’s war in no way suggests 
that the imperialists of Britain and the United States have changed their 
spots and ceased being imperialists. On the contrary it emphasizes that 
the imperialists will operate in a new situation, on a new world stage. 
McKean ignores the tremendous achievements of the alliance of United 
Nations. He asks us to repudiate our estimation of the world-shaking 
importance of the alliance which defeated Hitler. What is che evidence 
he adduces against the great facts of recent history? 

He pitifully repeats the calumnies of the Hearst press to the effect 
that the Soviet Union did not permit American and British military 
observers in the Red Army. McKean uses this to “prove” that the 
Soviet Union ‘did not believe in the alliance and did not trust the 
capitalists.” 

One of the paragraphs of the Teheran declaration begins with the 
statement, “Our aim is not world domination” . . . Stalin signed it, as 
did Roosevelt and Churchill. It is essential that we should understand 
the world conditions which made the Roosevelt and Churchill signatures 
possible. 

At the same time Stalin’s signature to the accord does not at all 
deny that Roosevelt and Churchill represented imperialist states and an 
economic system based on domination. Hence, while utilizing the 
advantages accruing to the forces of colonial liberation from the state- 
ment Roosevelt and Churchill signed in common with Stalin, we must 
nevertheless strengthen the independent working class and people’s 
forces for the battles to fulfil the provisions of the accords signed. 

The fact that Roosevelt and Churchill and their ministers had to 
recognize repeatedly the rights of all peoples to self-government is 
indicative of the relative weakness of the world imperialist system today. 
It emphasizes the bright perspectives of the fight for emancipation. It 
does not in any shape or form deny the need for the fight if emancipation 
is to be achieved. 

The policies of the L.P.P. in the main proceeded from the correct 
understanding of the war and the international accords, including that 
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of Teheran. At the same time, our weakness on the theoretical front 
resulted in a failure to fight Browder’s wrong positions as they appeared 
and even before they were tied together and elaborated into a line of 
anti-Marxist revisionism. 

What was Browder’s cardinal error? Lacking faith in the working 
class he revised the correct Marxist concept of the reactionary class 
character of monopoly capital. He abdicated the leadership in the 
struggle for a progressive future to the imperialists who, he claimed, 
had undergone a fundamental change. Instead of understanding the 
role that the working class must play in the struggles arising from the 
new relations in the world, he sought to discover reasons to justify an 
abdication of the role of the working class and its party. 

From first elements of revisionism (which we failed to recognize 
and fight) in his books Victory And After and Teheran, he proceeded, 
through his Bridgeport speech and the policies he foisted upon the 
C.P.A., to the development of a complete, non-Marxist, revisionist line. 
Duclos correctly pointed to the liquidation of the party as a testing 
stone of Browder’s revisionism. It was his revised concept of the role 
of imperialism that made possible his attitude to the working class and 
especially to the party of the working class. Browder was determined to 
remove everything he considered a “discouragement” to the “intelligent” 
imperialists. 

McKean does not understand Browder’s revisionism. He fails to 
realize that collaboration with capitalists cannot be condemned without 
a concrete examination of what the collaboration was about, and what 
effects the collaboration had upon the struggles of the working class. 
Lenin in discussing the attitude of Marxists to compromise declared in 
his “Left Wing Communism”: 

“To carry on a war for the overthrow of the international 
bourgeoisie, a war which is a hundred times more difficult, more 
prolonged and complicated than the most stubborn of ordinary 
wars between states, AND TO REFUSE BEFOREHAND TO 
manoeuvre, to utilize the conflict of interests (even though temp- 
orary) among one’s enemies, to refuse to temporize and com- 
promise with possible (even though temporary unstable, vacillating 
and conditional) allies—is NOT THIS RIDICULOUS IN THE 
EXTREME? Is it not as though, in the difficult ascent of an un- 
explored and heretofore inaccessible mountain, we were to renounce 
beforehand that at times we might have to go in zigzags, some- 
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times retracing our steps, sometimes giving up the course selected 

and trying various others?” 

(Vol. 10 Selected Works, page 111). 

In his great work, ‘‘Leninism,” Joseph Stalin further stresses the 
correct approach to collaboration and compromises when he writes: 

“Hence it is obvious that it is not a question of reforms, and 
compromises and agreement, as such, but of the use that is made 
of reforms and compromises.” 

When one understands the character and purposes of the war 
against Hitlerite Germany and imperialist Japan one should have no 
difficulty in realizing that collaboration with all groups and all classes 
which helped to achieve the defeat of these forces was correct. The 
collaboration which saved the strengthened the first land of socialism, 
the U.S.S.R., which liberated the peoples of Europe and Asia from 
fascist military occupation, is the kind of collaboration that did not 
injure but advanced the cause of the working class, and hence cannot 
in any sense be termed a revision of Marxism. 

In his attempt ‘to make a case” McKean poses as a champion of the 
views fought for by our comrade W. Z. Foster in the U.S.A. McKean 
constantly refers to Foster for support of his contention that all collab- 
oration with the capitalists during the war and now, irrespective of the 
purposes of such collaboration, are treacherous to the working class and 
constitute a revision of Marxism. 

I would like to quote from a letter addressed by comrade Foster to 
comrade Buck: 

“Firstly we did not take issue on principle with comrade 

Browder on the question of co-operating with the “liberal” sections 

of the bourgeoisie, including such big capitalists as may be found 

among them, either now or in the postwar. THE FACT JS THAT 

WE HAVE BEEN TO A GREATER OR LESSER EXTENT 

COLLABORATING WITH THE “LIBERAL” BOURGEOSIE 

FOR NEARLY TEN YEARS UNDER THE ROOSEVELT 

REGIME. What we do polemize against Browder fur, however, 

on this point was his failure to criticize the Roosevelt adminis- 

tration where, obviously, on many questions such criticism was 
urgently necessary.” 

Foster further declares that: 

“We also do not take issue on principle with comrade Browder 
on the question of co-operating to the end of winning the war with 
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the main, more conservative sections of the bourgeoisie—to the 
extent that such wartime co-operation is possible. In fact we had 
worked out such co-operation (if it can be so called) with this 
more conservative section of the bourgeoisie, while Browder was 
still in jail. WHAT WE CRITICIZE BROWDER FOR, HOW- 
EVER, IN THIS RESPECT IS HIS FAILURE TO TAKE INTO 
ACCOUNT THE AGGRESSIVELY IMPERIALISTIC AMBI- 
TIONS OF THE MAIN SECTION OF FINANCE CAPITAL 
OR TO WARN THE WORKERS AND THE REST OF THE 
PEOPLE OF THE REACTIONARY DANGERS FROM MON- 
OPOLY CAPITAL IN THE UNITED STATES ITSELF.” 


Here we find a clear statement of what divides Browder from the 
U.S. party. This has nothing in common with McKean’s leftist attack 
on all collaboration with capitalists and his pseudo-revolutionary talk 
about “betraying the workers.” 


McKean quotes the resolution of the American Communists dealing 
with revisionism. But he only quotes it so as “‘to make a case.” I draw 
the attention of the comrades to the following statement in the resolu- 
tion, deliberately ignored by McKean: 


“At the same time, while forging the progressive unity of 
the nation, labor should co-operate with those capitalist groupings 
and elements who for one or another reason, desire or endeavour 
to promote democratic objectives.” 


It ill behoves a party leader to quote a document in a way that 
distorts its purpose. It is clear that the American Communists are not 
waging war against collaboration with capitalists for progressive objec- 
tives; they are waging war against abdicating the decisive leading role 
of the working class and against Browder’s failure to understand the 
continued monopolistic and reactionary character of the American 
bourgeoisie. 


As I have stated previously, although proceeding from a correct 
understanding of the character of the war and of Teheran and although 
in our estimation of the role of the bourgeoisie we did not repeat 
Browder’s main error, we nevertheless were guilty of not fighting 
Browderism as it appeared. 

In addition to this we should however point to one specific error 
which is yery important. We glossed over the problem of cyclical crisis 
and although we never stated that cyclical crisis will no longer operate 
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we made ourselves responsible for misunderstandings on the question in 
the ranks of our party by failing to deal with it properly. 

Lenin points out in his article “Marxism and Revisionism” that: 

“The forms, the sequence and the aspects of particular crises 
changed, but crises remained an inevitable component part of the 
capitalist system.” 

Does this mean that the perspective of jobs and better wages for 
the postwar was an impossible one? Does that mean that the propaganda 
of the C.C.F, that the day after the war the workers will face economic 
doom unless they now elect a C.C.F. government was correct? Of course 
not. 

The just character of the war makes possible a postwar different to 
the one following the war of 1914-18. The unleashing of progressive 
forces the world over, the strengthened position of the U.S.S.R., the 
creation of the various new international organizations, the need for 
reconstruction and the industrial and consumers’ goods back-logs at 
home, all make possible a postwar of jobs rather than immediate crisis 
and economic catastrophe. This, as we correctly pointed out, will only 
be realized by a struggle against the most reactionary elements of mon- 
opoly capital who refuse to help in the reconstruction of Europe unless 
reactionary governments are set up in all countries. This can only be 
achieved if the monopolists at home, who desire the immediate creation 
of a large army of unemployed, are defeated. 

What is there that is new in the position of the capitalist class 
that gives rise to the possibilities of winning the fight for a postwar of 
progress? It is the weakened position of world capitalism! It is the 
pressure of the progressive march of the people! It is the compulsion to 
provide employment and some measure of security, which the very 
existence of the U.S.S.R. and the extension of its influence, brings to 
bear upon the capitalists! Possibilities are not actualities. Hence the 
need for the highest mobilization of the people to achieve them. 

We were correct in rejecting the doom propaganda of the C.C.F. 
which was inspired by their opposition to the war and their narrow 
partisanship. But while we were correct in pointing to perspectives 
that are different from those which the people faced after the last war, 
we should have constantly warned the workers that after the immediate 
postwar period of a possible boom, the normal operations of the capi- 
talist economic system will bring about a cyclical crisis. When (with 
the present world conditions) such a crisis will come, and its intensity, 
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depend on the struggle of the working class for a progressive internal 
and foreign policy. Because we did not speak of the cyclical crisis in 
correct terms we made more difficult the defeat of the C.C.F. doom 
propaganda and helped to create illusions which, if not quickly com- 
batted, could have been injurious to the cause of the working class. 


McKean claims that, like Browder, we failed to maintain the in- 
dependent role of the party and the working class; that we, like Browder, 
failed to point to the reactionary character of monopoly capital; that, 
like Browder, we pinned our main hopes on the “progressive” nature of 
capitalism today. He concludes from all these assertions that the general 
line of our party was revisionist. 


We must examine all these charges carefully. Having pointed out 
the errors we did make let us now cxamine the claims of McKean in 
light of the actual policies we advanced. McKean quotes the following 
passage from Canada In The Coming Offensive (Report by Tim Buck, 
January 17/43, p. 27): 

“Victory over the Axis will clear the way for the full demo- 
cratic development of all peoples—for the liberation of nations, the 
adoption of policies of economic security, the abolition of national 
oppression, the lifting of the colonial nations out of slavery into 
the light of freedom, on the basis of national self-determination. 
United Nations unity and collaboration, after victory, will assure 
to the peoples the possibility of orderly progress and the rapid 
healing of the terrible wounds inflicted by the war. It will assure 
the possibility of tremendous strides forward, towards the great, 
cultural, economic and social advancement outlined in the Atlantic 
Charter. It will assure freedom for the national development of 
those peoples who have been oppressed. The people of India will be 
able to secure their national freedom. China will be free. Nations 
in which the dominant trend of political opinion is socialist will be 
able to translate their opinions into actions. Far-reaching social 
progress will be possible for all the peoples of the world.” 

While McKean was reading this description of the possibilities 
arising from victory in the just war, many comrades interjected, asking 
“What is wrong with that?” Jc seems that McKean was trying to 
demonstrate that the possibilities comrade Buck described in the above 
statement were non-existent. The inference McKean drew was that it 
was revisionist for the party to expect such things from the war. He 
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further claimed that the quotation indicated that we assumed that all of 
these great things will “inevitably fall into our lap.” 

Life has proven that the just war, having ended in victory, has 
opened up the possibilities comrade Buck predicted. However at no 
time did our party assume that progressive developments are guaranteed 
and that all we have to do is to sit by and watch the ruling class deliver 
them to us. 

McKean should have read the whole pamphlet he quoted from. A 
reading of Canada In The Coming Offensive will show the following 
most important statement: 

“When the fighting ends, the people of Canada, in common 
with the people of the greater part of the world, will be confronted 
with the question “where do we go from war economy?” The 
answer to that question will be determined solely by the relation of 
forces at that time. It would be folly and contrary to the real 
interests of the Canadian people, to ignore the fact that when that 
time arrives powerful interests will be striving to revert back to 
the policies which prevailed in 1939.” (page 35). 

Here is a warning to the people—the very warning Browder failed 
to give, as Foster correctly points out. In the same statement comrade 
Buck points to the task we faced: 

“What can the labor and progressive movement do today to 
ensure that any such attempts shall be defeated? It is clear that 
the best and most effective means by which to ensure that is to win 
for the labor movement and the organized farmers a higher place 
in the nation, to win allies for them among all sections of the 
population, win FOR THE ORGANIZED FARMER AND 
LABOR MOVEMENTS A STRONGER VOICE IN THE SHAP- 
ING OF NATIONAL POLICIES.” 

In the same pamphlet which McKean quotes to “prove” that we 
ignored class relations in the country, comrade Buck warns: 

“United labor action is urgently needed today to mect the 
threat of a general onslaught against the labor movement by a 
large section of the big companies”. (page 36). 

Let us now follow party documents in the period between January, 
1943, and the beginning of the battle against revisionism. Let us see 
if the L.P.P. was guilty of forgetting the class essence of imperialism 
and of overlooking or underestimating the needs for independent action 
of the working class and its Marxist party. 


310 


that we simple-mindedly assumed that the signing of the Teheran accord 
by itself guaranteed the millenium, and that we proposed to depend on 
the capitalist class to lead us to progress, from that time on. McKean 
quoted the following passage: 

“Contrary to class collaboration policies, national unity is the 
policy by which the class interests of the working class as a whole 
will be served by co-operation with the democratic circles of all 
classes and all sections of the Canadian people, including a decisive 
section of the capitalist class, in carrying through the economic 
and political measures which alone will ensure continual democratic 
progress, and without which there is the gravest danger that fascist 


inded el ts will t ti? 
minded elements will come to powe (Unity Or Cheon pice 21) 


The chief objection of McKean here is the inclusion of decisive 
sections of the capitalist class in the national unity. He tries to make it 
appear that this proves we forgot the class essence of capitalism in the 
process of fighting for unity to win the war. Why does McKean ignore 
most of the content of Unity Or Chaos’? 

Did we think Teheran is a panacea in itself—something that needs 
no fighting to achieve? Unity Or Chaus makes this clear in the following 
way: 

“The Teheran agreement opens up the possibilities for a dur- 
able peace and far-reaching social progress. IT MUST BE EM- 
PHASIZED HOWEVER THAT IT DOES NOT BY ITSELF 
GUARANTEE THOSE THINGS. IT ESTABLISHES A RALLY- 
ING GROUND UPON WHICH ALL DEMOCRATIC MEN 
AND WOMEN SHOULD UNITE: BUT IF THE DEMO- 
CRATIC FORCES FAIL TO UNITE, REACTIONARY 
FORCES MAY SUCCEED. IN THAT EVENT THE WORLD 
WOULD NOT SIMPLY REVERT TO THE CONDITIONS 
PREVAILING IN 1939, WE WOULD FACE DISASTER.” 

(Unity Or Chaos, page 11.) 

And again the workers are warned: 

“In this there lie tremendous possibilities for mutual aid but 
there is also the basis for policies WHICH COULD ONLY LEAD 
TO RENEWED IMPERIALIST CONFLICT.” 

(Unity Or Chaos, page 12.) 

It is clear that McKean only read Unity Or Chaos to “make a case”; 
he was not studying it objectively to determine the party’s attitude to 


See erratum p.327 


311 























The report given by comrade Buck to the National Committee 
meeting held February 12th, 1944, was published under the title Unity 
Or Chaos. McKean quoted from it a single sentence which was to prove 
the Teheran Accord, its importance and its influence on class relations. 

That section of capitalists ready to take part in the national unity 
to win the war was decisive in the midst of the war. McKean ignores 
this; he takes the word ‘‘decisive” as signifying a numerical majority, 
and concludes that this was a revisionist application. 

In November, 1944, after careful discussion in the party, our 
federal clection program was adopted. In this program, published at 
the very time when we placed victory over the Nazis as the main over- 
riding objective of the people, we declared: 

“The Labor-Progressive Party is dedicated to the struggle to 
abolish the exploitation of man by man through the establishment 
of Socialism. We are confident that, with effective work on our 
part and through their own experience, the democratic majority of 
Canadians will come to recognize the need for such a fundamental 
change in the economic basis of our society.” 

(A Better Canada, pp. 6-7.) 

Recognizing that the issue of socialism as placed by the C.C.F. was 
a spurious one, recognizing the need to assure Canada a policy for 
progressive advancement, our program elaborated the needs of the people 
of the country today. 

It pointed to the fact that— 

“We can restrict monopolistic practices, protect small business 
and give full scope to the development of our natural resources.” 

(A Better Canada, page S$.) 

As distinct from Browder’s position that nothing must be said or 
done to “frighten” monopoly capital, our program carried a separate 
section on monopolies and international cartels and the need to combat 
them and curb them. (pp. 22-23). 

Browder’s revisionism leads him to ignore the entire period of 
struggle for socialism and against monopolistic finance capital during 
the period when “Socialism is not on the agenda” in terms of immediate 
capture of power by the working class. 

In an article “On the Question of Revisionism” in the July 24th 
Daily Worker, Browder formulates his liquidatory theory in the follow- 
ing terms: 

“If one admits, as Foster does, that we are not to raise the 
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immediate transition to socialism, and if our immediate program is 
designed to prevent the disintegration into the chaos of fascism 
THEN IT FOLLOWS INESCAPABLY THAT WE MUST 
ACCEPT THE PERSPECTIVES OF OPERATING UPON THE 
BASIS OF THE PRESENT AMERICAN MONOPOLY CAPI- 
TALISM UNTIL SUCH TIME AS WE DECIDE THAT IT IS 
POSSIBLE AND NECESSARY TO RAISE THE QUESTION 
OF THE TRANSITION TO SOCIALISM. IF WE TRY TO 
FIND SOME OTHER WAY “TO BREAK THE POWER OF 
MONOPOLY CAPITAL” THAT CAN ONLY SIGNIFY that 
we have abandoned Marxism. . . .” 

While we know that only socialism will abolish monopoly capi- 
talism, Browder ignores the entire period of strugyle for socialism and 
against monopoly capitalism, which is necessary if secialism is ever to 
become an immediate possibility. Declaring correctly that it is im- 
possible to break the power of monopoly capital without socialism, he 
proceeds to tell us that until that special time when we consider it 
“possible and necessary” to raise the slogan of workers’ state power we 
“MUST ACCEPT THE PERSPECTIVE OF OPERATING UPON 
THE BASIS OF THE PRESENT AMERICAN MONOPOLY 
CAPITALISM.” 

This is a travesty of Marxism. It hquidates the struggle for 
socialism, delays permanently the day when the battle for power becomes 
the action slogan of the people, and makes the factual existence of capi- 
talism synonmous with the working class and its party operating “‘on 
the basis of’ monopoly capitalism. 

Had McKean examined this carefully he would have understood 
that as against Browder’s position our election program not only raises 
the struggle against monopolies and cartels as something we must take 
up now, but it warns against the forces which would frustrate the win- 
ning of our aims. We declared: 

“These things can be done, provided there is unity of the 
democratic, forward-looking forces in Canadian life. They will not 
be done if the Tory enemies of the people’s interests and democratic 
reforms are allowed to capture federal power through a coalition of 
reactionary forces.” 

(A Better Canada, page 6.) 

Let us now look at some other basic differences between the 
Browder revisionist position and the position of our party. As a result 
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of his false conception of present-day American capitalism Browder was 
determined to “protect” the ‘intelligent, forward-looking” capitalist 
group from demands for partnership by the labor movement. 

He opposed any proposals that American labor should ask for in- 
clusion of labor men in the Roosevelt administration. In his speech to 
the National Committee of the C.P.A., published on July 20th, 1945, in 
the New York Daily Worker, Browder, in the midst of the discussion on 
revisionism restated his opposition to labor partnership in government. 
He declared: 

“It therefore became necessary to oppose uncompromisingly 
the launching of a militant campaign for labor representation in 
the cabinet during the 1944 campaign.” 

He then went on to explain his fear that such a demand would 
have helped reaction. 

During the same period our party election program declared: 

“The Labor-Progressive Party champions labor unity and 
independent labor political action. The aim of such a policy is not 
to set labor apart from the nation as a whole, but to unite labor 
with all democratic forces to advance the national interest. IN 
THIS EQUAL PARTNERSHIP LABOR WILL REALIZE ITS 
ASPIRATIONS IN THE COURSE OF FULFILLING THE 
COMMON AIMS OF THE NATION.” 

Arising out of our understanding that only labor participation in 
government could assure total war measures and postwar policies of 
progress, we not only proposed a coalition of labor with the forward- 
looking sections of the Liberal Party; we made our chief slogan in the 
elections ‘““Make Labor a Partner in Government.” 

An examination of the attitude of Browder to world trade as com- 
pared with the attitude of our party provides another demonstration of 
the fact that we were not following Browder’s general line of 
revisionism. 

First of all, may I say that the problem of postwar trade and the 
role of our own country in such a trade is a deep concern of ours. The 
comrades who feel that a discussion of the organization of trade by 
Canadian Marxists indicates revisionism are wrong. World trade after 
the just war we are now completing can be either a mighty instrument 
for progress and advancement or a tool for the re-establishment of 
imperialist domination. It is of the gravest concern to us which road 
we shall traverse. 
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The important Soviet journal War And The Working Class de- 
clares in the issue of February, 1944: 

“The development of world trade can and must be of sig- 
nificant help in the preservation and strengthening of world peace. 
This is even more correct in relation to the postwar period when 
the friendship of the democratic peoples, created and forged in the 
fire of the war of liberation against the forces of fascism, will be 
the decisive factor in assuring security and international co- 
operation. .. .” 

This journal goes on to warn us all, however, that: 

“International co-operation in the field of postwar trade must 
base itself on the democratic principles of respect for the independ- 
ence of large and small countries, excluding economic subjugation 
of this or the other country and speculations which utilize the needs 
of German plundered Europe. THERE IS NO NEED TO HIDE 
THAT SOME CIRCLES WILL DRIVE FOR A ‘FREE TRADE’ 
WHICH WILL OPPRESS COUNTRIES ECONOMICALLY 
WEAK OR COUNTRIES DEVASTATED BY FASCISTS. THE 
DEMOCRATIC FORCES MUST DECISIVELY OVERCOMF 
SUCH TENDENCIES.” 

What was Browder’s position on world trade? He discusses the 
need for American exports to the tune of forty billion dollars per year. 
Does he pay attention to the warning we quoted above? Not at all. 
Having revised in his own mind the correct Marxist estimation of 
monopoly capital he writes frankly: 

‘Let me repeat at this point that I am not challenging the 
system of ‘‘free enterprise” and private initiative. I am entirely 
willing to help the free private enterprisers to realize the forty 
billion foreign market that is required, entirely and completely by 
their own chosen methods.” 

(Teheran, page 79.) 

Here is a proclamation of complete capitulation. What are the 
“chosen methods” of American monopolists? Is it possible that the 
United States could achieve a $40 billion foreign trade by the im- 
perialists operating “entirely and completely by their own chosen 
methods’? This would require not only the acquiescence of a Marxist 
who adopted revisionism. It would also require a willingness on the 
part of the people of the world to accept subjugation and domination 
by American monopoly capital. 
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What in distinction to the position of Browder was our position on 
world trade? In his report to the meeting of the National Executive on 
March 17-18 Tim Buck deals with the problems of world trade. In 
describing the need for a progressive organization of world trade he 
declares: 


“But the fight against that principle is not put forward as a 
fight against the principle. It comes from leading bankers in the 
United States in the form of a fight against what they say is 
technically the method of accomplishing the same purpose. 

The real basis for their fight is this. They want to maintain the old 
policies by which any small nation desiring money must come to 
London or New York and satisfy the bankers there. They would 
float a loan on condition that certain political requirements were 
met. And regardless of whether the bankers were liberal or re- 
actionary, generally speaking in life, the country desiring the loan 
. . . had to satisfy the group of bankers who floated the loan. It 
gave the bankers not merely tremendous power but it gave them 
veto power on the extent of industrial development of a certain 
country, on the extent of the development of civilization in fact. 
. . . The fight that the bankers are putting up is not a fight over 
technicalities at all. It is a fight against the idea of taking away 
their monopoly of world investments and world development. We 
will meet this all the way down the line.” 

(“A Constructive Foreign Policy For Canada,” page 7.) 


We rejected the capitulatory position of Browder which flowed 
directly from his revisionist appreciation of the character of imperialism 
in the present period. 


I would like to discuss for a moment McKean’s position on the 
question of the party. First of all let us see what he had to say about 
the subject in his speech in British Columbia: 

“We abolished the Communist Party, liquidated it, wiped out 
every industrial branch, prohibited the holding of fraction meet- 
ings and set up a bourgeois parliamentary party.” 

(Stenogram, McKean Speech.) 

To fortify his “case”? McKean proceeded here to quote the Com- 
munist Manifesto where reference is made to the fact that the bourgeoisie 
wishes to “exorcise” Communism. He followed this by quoting from 
Comrade Buck’s pamphlet Canada Needs a Party of Communists to the 
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effect that ‘the need to destroy the false issue of ‘Communism’ faces us 
Communists.” 

Here, according to McKean, was the evidence of Buck joining the 
bourgeoisie in “exorcising Communism”’! 

Before I deal with the McKean position on the so-called liquidation 
of the party I would like to draw your attention to the McKean method 
of using historical quotations and precedents. He repeats his method 
cach time he quotes from the writings of Lenin or Dimitroff. There are 
more ways than one of perpetrating distortions. One can simply garble 
a quotation deliberately to make a case, as McKean does in quoting State 
And Revolution on parliamentarism. The more popular way with oppo- 
sitionists is to garble quotations historically. They disregard the need to 
consider each quotation in the historic setting to which it had reference, 
and draw “lessons” from it whether or not there are any analogies 
between the situation the quotation refers to and the one being dealt 
with, 

I would like to demonstrate to you what one can do with quota- 
tions used at random and outside of their historic setting and con- 
sequences. You will have to promise not to use this against the correct 
contention that we need tightening up in our party organization! Here 
it is: 

“Attention should be paid to the club, and party workers 
should be recruited from the mases. IF THE PAYMENT OF 
DUES IS AN OBSTACLE THEY SHOULD BE ABOLISHED.” 
This is a quotation from an article written by Lenin. It is on page 

191 of the newly published Volume 23 of the Complete Works. One of 
us, faced with difficulties of dues collections and conveniently forgetting 
that Lenin fought at the Second Congress for establishing regular dues 
payments as an important te between the worker and his party, could 
emblazon this quotation of Lenin on his org. banner and proceed to a 
campaign to abolish dues payments! There is one dificulty which we 
as Marxists would encounter in such a utilization of this quotation. We 
would have to do what McKean forgets to do and that is we would have 
to ask, ‘under what circumstances did Lenin say this?” Once you would 
ask yourselves this simple question you would quickly discover that the 
article I quoted was written in August, 1918, that Lenin used this argu- 
ment to stress how important it 1s to take into the party workers de- 
parting for the front so as to strengthen the party core in the new Army 
of the revolution. It was written in the midst of the battle to establish 
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Soviet power, and it is clear that during such a period dues collections 
stand in a different light than in a period of struggle to build the party. 

What does McKean do in his unprincipled attempt to ‘‘make a 
case”? He quotes from the Communist Manifesto a stateraent referring 
to the fact that the bourgeoisie of 1847 feared communism. He quotes 
Tim Buck’s pamphlet on the need to establish a party of communists as 
if Tim Buck had joined the bourgeoisie in their desire to “exorcise 
communism”! 

To McKean the facts are not important. What were they? The 
Communist Party of Canada was banned. The war become a just war 
in which it was the duty of the Communists to do all they could for 
national unity for victory. Hitler’s main weapon for dividing the 
Allies, while he was ravishing the lands of the U.S.S.R., was his claim 
that the issue the world faced was “civilization versus Communism.” 
In Canada, by maintaining the illegality of our party, the bourgeoisie 
was utilizing the issue of Communism to limit the development of 
national unity and hence of a total war effort. 

In this situation, while we Communists wanted a party of our own, 
we considered it advisable, as Comrade Buck correctly declared, to 
“destroy the false issue of Communism”; that the issue was false is 
obvious: Hitler was not correct, as McKean’s position would infer, We 
know that the issue in the peoples’ war was independence of nations, 
including the U.S.S.R., not the issue of Communism versus civilization. 

Were McKean prepared for a moment to think as a Marxist, he 
would hail the correctness of the position we took in the peoples’ just 
war, when we eliminated the divisive issue of legality of the Communist 
Party from Canadian politics. 

Let us now revert for a moment to McKean’s statement in B.C. He 
declared: “We abolished the Communist Party”. First of all, he de- 
liberatcly overlooks the fact that the party was outlawed. The problem 
we faced was simple. Should we maintain an illegal party and expose 
our pro-war work to attacks simply because this work, endorsed by the 
nation and needed by the very cause of Socialism, was done through aa 
organization that was illegal? 

Recognizing as all Marxists should that the name of the party of 
the working class is not a principle, and that the character of the party 
determines whether it is the kind of a party the workers need, we pro- 
ceeded to defeat the bourgeoisie on the issue by organizing a Canadian 
Marxist party under a new name. 
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Lest anyone should think that the name of the party of the work- 
ing class is a principle in itself I would like to remind you that the party 
Lenin and Stalin buile did not change its name to Communist Party 
until it became necessary to do so, to achieve the political distinction 
between the Bolsheviks and the Social Democratic mensheviks, and that 
this change was only finally carried through in 1917-18. 

In Cuba the party of the working class does not call itself the 
Communist Party. In Norway where organic unity of the Communist 
and Socialist parties is being achieved the name of the party of the work- 
ing class will not be the Communist Party. Snes 

McKean quotes the American resolution against revisionism so 
diligently, yet he is highly selective. He picks sentences which he thinks 
will help him, avoiding others. Here is what the American Party reso- 
lution declares on the question of the name of the party: 

“While a change in form or name of our Marxist organiza- 
tion is not in itself a question of principle, it is a matter of prin- 
ciple however that the character of our Communist organization 
whatever its electoral status must be that of the independent, 
Marxist Party of the Working Class”. 

What was the character of the party we organized in Canada? 
How did we plan it and was there in our plans anything to justify the 
claim of McKean that we “abolished the Communist Party” in the 
sense of abolishing the “independent Marxist Party of the Working 
Class”? All McKean had to do is examine the facts. In the pamphlet 
“Canada needs a Party of Communists” (and the title of the pamphlet 
itself tells a story), Comrade Buck declares forthrightly: 

"We are not called upon, either by history, the laws of Can- 
ada, or the interests of our fellow Canadians, to renounce our Com- 
munist convictions or the proud historic name to which those con- 
victions give us the right. Canadian Communists have fought for 
these convictions. On the public platform, in city councils, in the 
trade unions and the factories, in the movement of the unem- 
ployed, on the ficld of battle, in defence of democracy in Spain, 
in the plebescite campaign, the battle for production, Communists 
have defended the convictions they hold dear. 

“We are Communists. We have a part to play in the winning 
of the war and the building of Canada. We can play that part 
fully only if we are free to put forth and fight publicly for our 
proposals and policies on every question of national concern. If 
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we permit continuance of illegality enforced by the Government’s 
ban on Communism, this would only strengthen the sinister spectre 
of communism which stands in the way of victory. (The spectre 
raised by Hitler in the peoples’ war—S.C.) We can exorcise that 
spectre most effectively by uniting ourselves in a new party of our 
own, and fighting under our own political banner in the open light 
of day in systematic parliamentary, educational, and organizational 
activity in every corner of Canada”. 

The above statement is the clearest evidence that in face of the 
hardships arising from a ban maintained by the Government, even after 
we compelled the parliamentary committee to recommend its lifting, 
we embarked upon a campaign to build an independent Marxist Party 
able to defeat the ban by finding a way to function openly. How pitiful 
and unprincipled is one who takes a sentence about “exorcising the 
spectre of communism” from the above declaration of the Canadian 
Communists. How ignorant of Marxism is one who fails to see that the 
“spectre of communism”, which was in Marx’s immortal words haunt- 
ing Europe in 1847, has little concrete relation to the “Communist 
bogey” which was Hitler’s only secret weapon. To help to “exorcise” 
this Hitler-created spectre was the sacred duty of every communist. 

To determine whether we proceeded to build an independent 
Marxist Party in Canada, one needs only follow events. Our Conven- 
tion in August 1943 established the Labor-Progressive Party, as the 
party of scientific Socialism in Canada. The program adopted at that 
convention is something of which we can justly be proud. It is an 
example of stating the goal of the party, its aim of achieving a Socialist 
Canada, and yet giving the answer to the immediate problems of the 
day in the midst of the struggle to win the war. 

After the Teheran accord, when Browder was already liquidating 
the party in the United States, our party declared: 

“The question has been raised as to whether the perspective of 

Socialist capitalist co-operation, national unity, and orderly pro- 

gress, opened up by the Teheran agreement calls for the dissolution 

of the Labor Progressive Party. The answer is no. National unity 
around policies in accord with the Teheran agreement will not 
eliminate the historical necessity for organization of those dedicated 
to the struggle for the principles of scientific Socialism. The trend 
of development is toward tremendous and far-reaching change. 
Precisely because of that fact and the increasingly important role 
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that the labor movement must play in shaping national policies, 
Canada needs a party based firmly upon the understanding of the 
historic role of the working class, a party which has no interests 
separate and apart from the interests of the working class as a 
whole and, now more than at any previous period in our bistory, 
the interests of the working class represent the best interests of 
the overwhelming majority of the people, the highest interests of 
the nation. The Canadian working class needs a Marxist Party to 
guard against the insidious danger of uncharted dependence upon 
the pressure of events. Varying and transitory changes generate 
moods of radicalism or depression among the masses. Understand- 
ing of the significance of such moods is essential but dependence 
upon them prevents the development of independent working class 
consciousness. The workers necd a Marxist party to free them- 
selves of the influence of capitalist ideology, to combat the fallacies 
of pseudo-Socialist propaganda, and to imbue ever-widening circles 
of the working people with understanding of the principles of 
scientific Socialism”. (Unity or Chaos My emphasis——S.C.) 

Here is a Marxist appreciation of the need for and the role of the 
party, given by the leader of our party. 

It is clear, therefore, that the charge of McKean that we have 
“abolished the Communist Party” and that we have “set up a bourgeois 
parliamentary party” is without fact or foundation and must be con- 
demned as another demonstration of his unprincipled attempt to “make 
a case” against the party under the smokescreen of fighting revisionism. 

McKean, who tells us that he devoted a couple of weeks to “a basic 
study of all Lenin has written on the subject”, proceeds to quote Lenin 
against the so-called “parliamentary deviation” of the L.P.P. and its 
leadership. He quotes from State and Revolution. There Lenin concen- 
trates on a study of the relation of the state to the ruling class and on a 
study of parliamentarism and its relation to bourgeois democracy. 
McKean quotes a paragraph and tries to give the impression that Lenin 
called Parliament “a stable”, and that this is the sum total of Lenin’s 
attitude to parliamentarism. First of all, McKean must realize that we 
can read. A reading of the quotation he gave us shows that Lenin was 
polemizing with the anarchists who, as he states, make the simple ref- 
erences to parliament as “‘a stable”. So McKean, pinning his hopes on the 
supposed ignorance of his listeners, palms off an anarchist position as 
that of Lenin. 
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If McKean or anyone else wishes to see what Lenin had to say about 
the communist struggle to take part in parliamentary activities, all they 
have to do is read Lenin’s Left-Wing Communism, an Infantile Disorder. 
Let us examine some of Lenin’s advice: 

“Criticism, the sharpest, most ruthless, uncompromising 
criticism, must be directed, mot against parliamentarism or parlia- 
mentary action, but against those leaders who are unable, and still 
more against those who are unwilling, to utilize parliamentary elec- 
tions and the parliamentary tribune in a revolutionary manner, in a 
communist manner, only such criticism, combined of course with 
the expulsion of worthless leaders and their replacement by capable 
ones, will constitute useful and fruitful revolutionary work that 
will simultancously train the ‘leaders’ themselves to become worthy 
of the working class and of toiling masses, and will train the masscs 
to be able properly to understand the political situation and the 
very often complicated and intricate tasks that spring from this 
situation”, (Vol. 10 Selected Works pp. 106-107). 

Here is Lenin’s answer to the position of the anarchists, which 
McKean has adopted as his own! 

We differ from the Social Democrats in that we do not view par- 
liamentary action as the sole arena the working class struggle. We con- 
sider the struggle for education of the masses in scientific Socialism, the 
struggle for trade union organization, the struggle for an independent 
party of the working class, as necessary component parts of a rounded- 
out Marxist approach. Parliamentary action in countries of bourgeois 
democracy makes it possible for Marxists to raise the voice of the up- 
holders of Socialism on the arena of national politics. To us parlia- 
mentary activities represent only part of the tasks of the party. 

We have repeatedly emphasized the need to become a parliamentary 
party. McKean interprets this to mean that we called upon the party 
to abandon Marxism and embark on parliamentary cretinism. Life and 
our policies show that his argument is false. He himse!f demonstrates 
that his objection to our parliamentary work comes from his desire to 
capitulate to the C.C.F, and leave the parliamentary ficld as a monopoly 
of Social Democratism. 

The task we face in becoming a parliamentary Marxist Party arises 
with particular sharpness because of the existence of a leftist scctarian 
approach to parliamentarism. Some comrades sneer at parliamentarism 
because they constantly compare its limitations with the great scope of 
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the much more democratic Soviet system. To them parliamentarism 1s 
“obsolete”. They should study carefully the following statement of 
Lenin: 


“For the Communists in Germany parliamentarism is of course 
‘politically obsolete’ but—and this is the whole point—we must not 
regard what is obsolete for us as being obsolete for the class as 
being obsolete for the masses. If is precisely here that we see that 
ihe ‘lefts’ do not know how to reason, do not know how to conduct 
themselves as a party of the class, as a party of the masses”. 

(Left-Wing Communism). 

Parliamentary action for the masses in Canada is not obsolete. It 
is, in many respects, the broadest vehicle of political expression of the 
masses. It is because Lenin recognized this condition as prevailing in 
countries where the struggle for state power by the working class was 
not yet on the agenda that he directed the following specific advice to 
communists in Western Europe and America: 

“The Communists of Western Europe and America must 
learn to create a new, unusual, no-opportunist, non-careerist par- 
liamentarism”. (Vol. 10 Selected Works page !41). 
Lenin proceeds on the same page of his monumental work, Left- 

Wing Communism, to deal with the work of canvassing, literature dis- 
tribution, and election propaganda that the Communists in Western 
Europe and America must learn. 

It is clear that no serious Marxist can fail to study the importance 
of parliamentary action as part of the rounded-out struggle of the party 
of the working class. It is clear that the demand of McKean that we 
abandon or even limit our parliamentary activities stems directly from 
an opportunist readiness to make the party a narrow propaganda sect. 

That this is so is demonstrated by McKean’s understanding of what 
the class struggle is. He attacks the use of any term which suggests 
that the class struggle is anything but street demonstrations and strike 
battles. He does this by repeatedly sneering at “orderly actions” and 
comparing them with his descriptions of bitter struggles the workers 
have fought. 

First of all, McKean must realize that all of us in this meeting 
are not exactly novices in the struggles of the working class. We have 
all taken part in and suffered the consequences of the sharpness which 
many actions against capitalist exploitation acquire. Yet it is a travesty 
of Marxism to think that the class struggle simply means pitched battles 
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in the streets and on picket lines, rather than the sum total of all class 
relationships between the proletariat and the ruling class. Only a slavish 
devotion to the ignorance of Wobblyism, only a capitulation to anarcho- 
syndicalism can lead one to limit the class struggle to the narrow con- 
fines in which McKean dwells. 


Let us see how Lenin describes the class struggle. In writing about 
the experiences of the Bolshevik Party he declares: 


“Bolshevism passed through fifteen years (1903-1917) of 
practical history which, in wealth of experience, has had no equal 
anywhere else in the world. For no other country during these 
fifteen years had anything even approximating this revolutionary 
experience, this rapid and varied succession of different forms of 
the movement, legal and illegal, peaceful and stormy, underground 
and open, small circles and mass movements, parliamentary and 
terrorist”. 


The struggle against exploitation in the shops, the struggle for free 
speech, the struggle for progressive education, the struggle for the 
equality of women, the struggle for abolition of race discrimination and 
every avenue and facet of struggle for progress on the road to the 
abolition of the system of capitalist exploitation, all constitute parts of 
the struggle between the classes, in a class society. 


McKean’s leftism would lead us to ignore an entire gamut of prob- 
lems which we as a Marxist Party must tackle. He would help the class 
enemy by limiting us to the type of activities which “‘leftists” consider 
to be the “‘class struggle” because they do not understand that the 
abolition of capitalism can only be achieved by a struggle which em- 
braces every one of the relationships in the society under which we live. 


I would like to say a few words on the much-discussed slogan 
Liberal-Labor coalition. First of all, let us understand that we proposed 
this policy in the concrete realities of the war and the struggle we were 
waging to defeat the Tory reactionary concentration. 

There is plenty of room to discuss the exact wording of the slogan. 
However, it was the duty of our party to estimate the concrete relations 
in Canada, the strength of the parties and the perspective we faced. In 
the situation as it existed we correctly concentrated our main fire 
against the Tories. We rejected the C.C.F. policies, which, flowing 
from their opposition to the war and their narrow partisanship, actually 
brought them into constant, even if unspoken, collusion with the Tories, 
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as demonstrated by the North Grey by-election and many other events. 


We were faced with the problem of government. Realizing that 
no Party would have a majority we boldly told the people that only a 
coalition of labor with the Liberals, who were conducting the war, could 
provide a government of progressive action. 


Life has proven us. correct. No one party received a complete 
majority. The danger of Toryism, underestimated by other parties was 
demonstrated in both the Ontario and Federal elections. The C.C.F. 
suicidal policies, their refusal of unity, resulted in robbing labor of 
adequate representation. The Liberals, with the largest group in the 
House, have a very unstable government. 


Many comrades argue that the slogan of Liberal-Labor coalition 
was not fully understood by the people. This is so. Our work to explain 
the main substance of the slogan, namely the need to unite all Cana- 
dians against Toryism, was very poor. In many places it was particularly 
bad because our comrades capitulated to C.C.F. pressure and in fact did 
little to explain the policy correctly. Yet in the labor mavement and 
in the country generally, our party’s position played an enormous role 
in helping to defeat the Tories. We accomplished this while placing the 
party squarely into the midst of parliamentary struggle on a mass scale. 


We all feel badly over our failure to elect more than on M.P. Many 
comrades argue that the slogan Labor-Liberal Coalition cost us votes 
and may have cost us some seats. This is possible. Yet as a Marxist 
Party we were duty bound to raise slogans which answered the main 
task at the moment, and that was the defeat of the Tories. Sometimes 
a tactic which we develop and which is needed by the realities of the 
situation may cost us some immediate advantage. This does not make 
the tactic wrong. 

In an article entitled “Strategy and tactics of the Russian Com- 
nunists” (Pravda *56—1923) Stalin writes: 

“The most important task of tactics is to determine the ways 
and means, the forms and methods of fighting which best cor- 
respond to the concrete situation of the moment and are more 
certain to prepare the way for the strategical success. Conse- 
quently, the operation and results of tactics must be regarded not 
in isolation, not from the point of view of their immediate effect, 
but from the point of view of the aims and possibilities of strategy. 
There are times when tactical successes must be ignored and when 
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tactical disadvantages must be deliberately incurred in order to 
insure strategical advantage in the future’. 


Our main aim was the defeat of the Tories. This was required by 
the needs of the war and the peace to follow. Our policy was based 
on this main need. Even if we have incurred disadvantages and sacrificed 
some immediate successes, we were correct in doing so without hesi- 
tation. 


To conclude my remarks. It is my firm conviction that the line 
of our party was correct. It was firmly rooted in the realization that 
the war must be won. 


We failed to combat Browder’s revisionism and we glossed over a 
proper theoretical estimation of the cyclical crisis. These are omissions 
of a very serious nature. We must criticize our work and assure the 
party that we will vigilantly guard against repeating such errors. 


Yet it is a fallacy to say that since we failed to fight Browder’s 
revisionism this necessarily means that we have practiced it ourselves. 
Like all simplifications and like all demonstrations limited to ‘“formal”’ 
logic, this one is also false. 


The examination of our policy which we are undertaking here will 
demonstrate that while revisionism influenced the thinking of many 
comrades, while many read the Browder writings and ignored the writ- 
ten and stated policy of our own party, the general line we followed was 
correct. 


McKean’s position is one of an anarcho-syndicalist and of unprin- 
cipled opposition to the Party. It is he who proposed to liquidate our 
party as an independent force in Canadian life. He does no by proposing 
to reduce our party to a narrow propaganda sect. His leftist declar- 
ations in their sum total culminate in a right-wing liquidatory capitu- 
lation to Social-Democracy. Having criticized everything from the 
“left”, he completes the usual cycle of all leftists by arriving at a right- 
opportunist position. He proposes that we support a C.C.F, government 
in B.C. His attempt to use the example of the relation of the British 
Communists to the Labor Party as something we should follow, once 
again demonstrates his constant refusal or inability to consider issues 
concretely. The British Labor Party, its composition and role today 
cannot be made “synonymous” with the C.C.F., nor are our problems 
and tasks a simple replica of those our British comrades face. Com- 
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munists are duty bound to, guard against becoming tools of Social 
Democratism! 

We will in this meeting discuss the issue of Social Democratism 
further. 

I am certain that our party will emerge from this discussion 
cleansed of alien elements and immensely strengthened for the tasks 


ahead. 


Erratum: as the readers can see, there is a mistake on p.311. We beleive that the 3 first 
lines of p.312 should be at the top of the p.311; also, the p.311 continues at the fourth 
line of p.312. 
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